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This study was designed to test the validity of a theo­
retical interpretation of the use of non-medical drugs by 
college students that views drug use as a subcultural phe­
nomenon .
A questionnaire intended to obtain information concern­
ing drug use among students was administered to a random 
sample of undergraduate classes in a relatively large urban 
university in the Southeastern United States during the Spring 
of 1973.
The multivariate analysis of the data seemed to support 
the main thesis of this study that drug use among college 
students may primarily be viewed as a subcultural phenomenon 
in the sense that drug-using students tend to share attitudes 
directly concerned with their drug-using behavior. It was 
also shown that external reinforcers linked to the immediate 
university setting are much more significant in shaping the 
student's attitudes with respect to drugs and drug use than 
his social background and demographic characteristics or 
drug use prior to his entry into the university.
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INTRODUCTION
Recently the use and abuse of non-medical drugs that 
was for many years confined to the lower socioeconomic 
population has spread to young, white, middle-class groups, 
especially to high school and college populations. A 
recent survey by the National Commission on Marihuana and 
Drug Abuse (1972), for example, concluded that "contempo­
rary marihuana use is pervasive, involving all segments of 
the U.S. population" (National Commission on Marihuana and 
Drug Abuse, 1972: 32). The survey estimated that about 
twenty-four million Americans over the age of eleven years, 
including 15 percent of the adults eighteen years and over, 
and 14 percent of the twelve to seventeen year olds, have 
used marijuana at least once. Further, marijuana use is 
found among both males and females; blacks and whites? in 
cities, towns, suburbs, and rural areas; in all socio- 
economic groups and occupations; and among all religious 
affiliations.
The incidence rates, of course, vary within and be­
tween the different subgroups. For example, about half of 
the people who have ever tried marijuana are in the six­
teen to twenty-five age bracket. Among those who remain 
in school, incidence seems to rise with increasing school
2
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level. Notwithstanding this, the use of marijuana is cer­
tainly not confined to college students. Even among the 
eighteen to twenty-five year olds, 75 percent of the ex­
perimenters . are rnot now is school. The national survey 
concludes that non-students who have experimented with 
marijuana spann all social class, income level, and occu­
pational classifications (National Commission on Marihuana 
and Drug Abuse, 1972). Thus, there appears to be a trend 
toward increased use of non-medical drugs among both col­
lege students and the non-student population. Such a con­
clusion is certainly supported by the evidence presented 
in a compilation of studies, surveys, and polls on the ex­
tent and frequency of non-medical drug use by Berg and 
Broecker (1972). They present statistics on illicit drug 
use among "hippies," high school drop outs, working youth, 
adults, and enlisted men who served in Vietnam which in­
dicate that drug experimentation among non-college cate­
gories of the population may indeed be as pervasive as it 
is among the college population. For example, concerning 
the incidence of the most frequently used non-medical drug 
marijuana, 10 0 percent of the people interviewed in a 
pilot study of drug use among hippies in New York City 
indicated that they have experimented with marijuana 
(Solomon, 1968); 50.1 percent of the outgoing army person­
nel reported experimentation with marijuana in a 1970 sur­
vey of Army personnel being processed in and out of the 
Republic of Vietarn (Stanton, 1971); 47 percent of a sample
4of Negro men of normal I.Q. who were born and reared in 
St. Louis and who attended a Negro elementary school in­
dicated that they had used marijuana (Robbins and Murphy,
1967); 26 percent of a sample of young full-time employees 
of five major corporations in the Boston, Massachusetts, 
vicinity reported experimentation with marijuana (Becker 
Associates, 1970) ; 15 percent of a national household 
probability sample of children twelve to seventeen years 
of age have used marijuana (Caravan Surveys, 1971); 12.3 
percent of a sample of people in New York State age four­
teen and above reported to have used marijuana at least 
once (Chambers, 1971); and 4 percent of a sample drawn in 
a nationwide survey of adults twenty-one years of age and 
over that was conducted in more than 3000 localities across 
the nation had experimented with drugs (Gallup Opinion 
Index International, 1969) .
Although non-medical drug use is obviously a pervasive 
social phenomenon that involves all segments of the U.S. 
population, an examination of only a single users category 
can provide insight into an important sociological issue.
Why are some members of a particular category more likely 
to become involved in drug experimentation than others?
In other words, what factors are useful in the explanation 
and understanding of within-group variations in drug ex­
perimentation among the members of a specific category that 
is studied? Thus, the purpose of this research is to 
examine the social mechanism that are involved in the
differential drug experimentation among students, an issue 
of sociological relevance in and of itself.
CHAPTER I
DRUG EXPERIMENTATION ON THE COLLEGE CAMPUS
As noted earlier, recent research on the prevalence 
of drug experimentation among college students indicates 
a continuing sharp rise in usage rates on campus for many 
illegal drugs. National college polls by Gallup in 1967, 
1969, 1970, and 1971 provide information on trends in non- 
medical drug use by college students all over the U.S.A. 
Their data show a continuing rise in the proportion of 
the college student population who have ever used marijuana 
in Spring, 1967, 5 percent; iri Spring, 1969, 22 percent; 
in Fall, 1970, 42 percent; and in Fall, 1971, 51 percent. 
According to these surveys, use of hallucinogens other 
than marijuana has also been rising among college students: 
in Spring, 1967, 1 percent; in Spring, 1969, 4 percent; 
in Fall, 1970, 14 percent; and in Fall, 19 71, 18 percent. 
Data about amphetamine experimentation were not available 
in their 1967 and 1969 surveys, but the 1970 and 1971 sur­
veys indicated that the percentage reporting ever having 
used them rose from 16 percent to 22 percent. Whereas 
reported usage of barbiturates climbed from 10 percent in 
1969 to 15 percent in 1970, data from the 1971 survey in­
dicate no further rise in the use of this illicit drug.
The percentage reporting use of barbiturates was still 15
percent. Information about heroin and cocaine experimen­
tation on the college campus was only provided in the late 
19 71 survey. 7 percent of the student respondents indi­
cated that they had experimented with cocaine, but only 2 
percent reported having ever used heroin (Gallup Opinion 
Index International, 1969, 1971, 1972). It should be 
carefully noted, however, that While Gallup’s national 
college surveys seem to indicate a continuing sharp rise 
in usage rates, these findings may be somewhat misleading 
because they include all students who say they "ever used" 
the drug (Johnson, 1973: 16). Indeed, the' same polls pro­
vide considerable evidence that active use of illicit 
drugs may have remained constant over the last few years, 
or it may even have decreased. Between 1970 and 19 71 the 
proportion of students who indicated that they were cur­
rent users of marijuana (those reporting use in the prior 
thirty day period) increased only 2 percent (from 28 to 30 
percent); hallucinogen use for the same period dropped 2 
percent (from 6 percent to 4 percent); barbiturate use 
dropped 1 percent (from 5 percent to 4 percent); and use 
of amphetamines rose only 1 percent (from 7 percent to 8 
percent) (Gallup Opinion Index International, 1971, 1972).
Besides these national college surveys, there is a 
rapidly increasing number of studies which do not employ 
national data, but which use samples of either a number of 
colleges or a single college as their data base. Estimates 
of the prevalence of drug experimentation among student
populations provided by these studies range from a conser­
vative 6.3 percent (Pearlman, 1967) to more than 80 percent 
(Johnson, 1973). One of the most thorough recent studies 
about the use of drugs by students at twenty-one colleges 
and universities (Johnson, 19 73) shows illicit drug-use 
trends that are similar to trends in drug use among the 
national college population that have been noted in nation­
al college student surveys (Gallup Opinion Index Inter­
national, 1967, 1969, 1971, 1972), thereby supporting the 
notion that drug use has indeed increased greatly in the 
past five years among college students. Thus, although 
the general epidemiological issue has not been resolved, 
the available evidence on the incidence of drug use among 
the student population seems to provide more than suffi­
cient support for the notion that a considerable proportion 
of the college students have been involved in at least 
some experimentation with non-medical illicit drugs.
Correlates of Drug Use
Research in the field of student drug use has inves­
tigated numerous alledged correlates of this social phe­
nomenon that range from psychological characteristics that 
supposedly make a student "drug-prone" to s u c h  g e o g r a p h i c  
cal factors as the "urbanicity" of the university. For 
the sake of clarity, the wide diversity of correlates of 
drug use as found in prior research may be grouped into 
three general categories: personality traits, social
background and demographic characteristics, and contextual 
variables. The pertinent findings of these earlier studies 
may be briefly summarized.
Personality Characteristics
A number of studies attempt to link personality factors 
with marijuana use, but the emphasis on personality charac­
teristics is much stronger in the statements of government 
officials and some professional groups than in the research 
literature (Johnson, 1973). Actual research on correlates 
of drug use has focused on several predictor variables.
The relevant findings suggest that students who are rebel­
lious (Suchman, 1968; Kohn and Mercer, 1971; Hochman, 1972), 
anti-authoritarian (Kohn and Mercer, 1971; Hochman, 1972), 
cynical (Hochman, 1972), apathetic, impulsive, stimulus- 
seeking or moody and who have an "openness to experience" 
(Robbins et al., 1970) appear to be more disposed to drug 
experimentation than do students without these personality 
traits. Curiosity, an interest in experimentation, the 
perception of a personal challenge, feelings of being left 
behind or missing something, the desire to prove emotional 
maturity and intellectual depth, seeking meaning, seeking 
answers to philosophical or personal problems, or solving 
feelings of inadequacy (Lipinski and Lipinski, 1967) have 
also been mentioned as possible motivational factors in
drug use among college students.
The empirical evidence which shows that certain per­
sonality types are more likely to experiment with drugs is
10
not, however, very convincing. Grinspoon (1971), after 
examining many clinical studies that attempted to link 
personality factors with drug use, concluded that the pre­
ponderance of these, studies are either badly misleading or 
methodologically insufficient. Although a number of sur­
veys of college and high school students demonstrate that 
various indices of neurosis are associated with drug use 
(Lipinski and Lipinski, 1967; Blum et al., 1969; Adler and 
Lotecka, 1973), these data must be interpreted with care.
The fact that drug-using students describe themselves 
significantly more than non-users as "usually anxious, 
bored, cynical, disgusted, impulsive, moody, rebellious, 
and restless" (Robbins et al., 1970: 90) may be due to the 
fact that the non-users of marijuana have a greater ten­
dency to respond along conventional, socially acceptable 
lines. Thus, one should be very cautious in interpreting 
the self-descriptions of users as indicators of psychopa­
thology. As Grinspoon (19 71) points out, many students 
who use drugs are quick to admit confusion and anger in an 
attempt to be "open" to their shortcomings. As a conse­
quence of their ideal image of a "searching, self-preoccu- 
pied, and restless individual (Robbins et al., 1970: 91), 
marijuana users may often respond positively to items that 
may be inappropriately accepted as indicative of psychopa­
thology, items to which equally "disturbed" but less open 
non-user students may respond to negatively (Robbins et 
al., 1970; Grinspoon, 1971; Johnson, 1973). Indeed, an 
additional problem in studying the link between personality
11
characteristics and drug use, and one that will be returned 
to later, is that many psychological scales are based upon 
conventional values that drug users tend to reject. Person­
ality measures of "maturity," "ego-strength," and "good 
mental health" (Grinspoon, 1971: 286) are mainly a reflec­
tion of the ideology of the "Establishment," an entity which 
most users reject even though their rejection may lead to 
their being defined as disturbed. Considering these prob­
lems with psychological scales, it seems reasonable to agree 
with Johnson (1973: 52) that it is not surprising that mari­
juana use is associated with indicators of psychological 
difficulties. This does not mean, however, that personality 
factors may not be important contributing factors to the 
onset and continuance of drug use among students, but rather 
that personality variables provide us with neither a neces­
sary nor a sufficient means to understand drug use.
Social Background and Demographic Characteristics
With regard to social background and demographic vari­
ables, prior research has investigated the relationship 
between drug experimentation on the college campus and such 
factors as race, sex, age, marital status, religion, and 
family cohesion. Generally speaking, the research findings 
are rather inconclusive, and often contradictory. There 
are a few background variables, however, that seem to be 
consistently related to student drug use. Single students, 
for example, are more likely to use drugs than married ones 
(McGlothlin and Cohen, 1965? Suchman, 19 68? Henley and 
Adams, 1973), a finding that is quite understandable if one
12
considers the fact that drug use can be seen as a symbolic 
rejection of the Establishment. A student who marries be­
comes, merely through this act, a member of the established 
order himself, and, consequently, he will be less likely 
to exhibit such anti-traditional behavior as drug experi­
mentation. Further, although the findings with respect to 
the association between a specific religion such as Catholic, 
Protestant, or Jewish and the probability of drug use are 
hot very consistent (Simmons and Winograd, 1966; Steffenhagen 
et al. , 1969; Hochman, 1972; Victor et aJL., 1973), prior 
research in this field has unanimously indicated that stu­
dents without religious affiliations or who are religiously 
unorthodox are typically more involved in drug use than 
students with religious affiliations (McGlothlin and Cohen, 
1965; Suchman, 1968; Blum et al., 1969; Mauss, 1969;
Robbins et al^, 1970; Clarke and Levine, 1971; Dvorak and 
Rupprecht, 1971; Thomas and Zingraff, 1972; Walizer et al., 
1973; Johnson, 1973). Finally, the degree of family 
cohesion of the student appears to be consistently related 
with drug use. Whether a student comes from a broken home 
does not seem to have much impact on his probability of 
becoming involved in drug experimentation (Simmon and 
Trout, 1967; Suchman, 1968; Blum et ad., 1969), but the 
amount of family conflict does seem to be a correlate 
(Suchman, 1968; Blum et al., 1969; Steffenhagen et al.,
1969; Adler and Lotecka, 1973; Bogg and Hughes, 1973).
On the other hand, the findings with respect to the 
association between such background, variables as age and
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race and the probability of drug use are quite inconsistent.
Not much research has been conducted concerning the rela­
tionship between the ethnicity of a student and the prob­
ability that he will become involved with drugs. The pre­
ponderance of the available research indicates that white 
students are more likely to use drugs than black students 
(Simmon and Trout, 1967; Clarke and Levine, 1971; Hochman,
1972; Thomas, Petersen, and Zingraff, 1974), but Johnson
(1973) found that there was virtually no racial difference 
in the use of cannabis. Likewise, the age of a student 
seems to be a rather unreliable predictor of drug use.
Older students are typically more involved in drug experi­
mentation (Blum et ad., 1969; Gallup Opinion Index Inter­
national, 19 71, 19 72; Nisbet and Vakil, 1971; Thomas,
Petersen and Zingraff, 19 74), but a considerable amount of 
research found no relationship between age and the prob­
ability of drug use (McGlothlin and Cohen, 1965; Suchman,
19 68; Gallup Opinion Index International, 1969; Kohn and 
Mercer, 1971; Bogg and Hughes, 1973; Johnson, 1973).
The research evidence concerning the two most frequently 
examined background characteristics of the student, his sex 
and his social class of origin, may be characterized as 
being inconclusive rather than contradictory. Males are 
more likely to experiment with drugs than females (Suchman, 
1968; Messer, 1969; Robbins et al., 1970; Clarke and Levine, 
1971; Hochman, 1972; Bogg and Hughes, 1973; Walizer et al.,
19 73). Although some studies have concluded that sex is 
unrelated to drug experimentation (Pearlman, 19 67; DeFleur
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and Garrett, 1970; Kohn and Mercer, 1971? Nisbet and Vakil,
1971), there is no research that has found that females are 
more involved in drug use than males. According to the 
First Report of the National Commission on Marihuana and 
Drug Abuse (1972), the most up-to-date studies of high 
school students, college-age individuals, and young adults 
indicate that sex differential appears to be diminishing, 
an understandable finding in the light of the increasing 
liberalism of many contemporary college students.
The other very frequently examined social background 
variable is the student*s social class of origin. Studies 
examining this variable almost unanimously support the 
notion that upper- and middle-class students are more likely 
to experiment with drugs than lower-class students (Simmon 
and Trout, 1967; Suchman, 1968? Blum et al., 1969; Gallup 
Opinion Index International 1969, 1971, 19 72? Mauss, 1969? 
Messer, 1969? Steffenhagen et al., 1969? Mizner et al.,
19 70? Clarke and Levine, 19 71? Johnson, 1973? Walizer et al., 
1973; Thomas, Petersen and Zingraff, 1974). Still, several 
studies have found no relationship between social class and 
the probability of drug use (McGlothlin and Cohen, 19 65;
DeFleur and Garrett, 1970? Bogg and Hughes, 1973), but, as 
with the association between sex and the probability of drug 
use, no studies have found a positive relationship between 
low socioeconomis status and drug use.
This brief overview of prior research of the social 
background and demographic correlates of student drug use
seems to justify the conclusion that, generally speaking, 
the research evidence is inconclusive and contradictory.
An interpretation of these divergent findings will be pro­
vided after the discussion of contextual variables as pos­
sible correlates of student drug use.
Contextual Variables
Contextual predictors of drug use refer to those cor­
relates of drug experimentation that are directly related 
to the university and the student*s position and roles in 
both the formal and informal university setting. Such 
predictors of drug use include the region where the univer­
sity is located, the size of the university, the student*s 
year in school, his performance in college, his major field 
of study, and the student’s degree of assimilation into the 
anti-traditional student subculture that has emerged on 
many campuses.
Here again, as with the examination of social back­
ground and demographic correlates of drug use, research 
findings are not very consistent. For example, the 
student's year in college and his academic performance 
both seem to be somewhat unreliable predictors of drug 
use. Some studies indicate that upperclassmen have more 
often experimented with drugs than lowerclassmen .(Blum et 
al., 1969? Kohn and Mercer, 1971; Nisbet and Vakil, 1971; 
Thomas and Zingraff, 1972)? other research found no con­
sistent relationship between year of study and drug use 
(Gallup Opinion Index International, 1969, 1971; Johnson,
1973). Similarly, graduate students are generally less 
involved in drug use than undergraduates (Eels, 1968; Blum 
et al., 1969; Gallup Opinion Index International, 1969,
1972), but, again, the evidence is contradictory (Gallup 
Opinion Index International, 1971). Concerning the associa 
tion between performance and drug use, some research has 
found that drug-using students are better than average 
students (Simmons and Winograd, 1966; Keniston, 196 8; 
Hochman, 19 72); other evidence supports the notion that 
drug users generally get lower grades than their non-using 
classmates (Suchman, 1968; Victor et ad. , 1973). As in 
the case of most of the variables that have been examined 
in prior drug research, however, other researchers have 
found a weak or non-existent relationship between college 
performance and drug use (Pearlman, 1967; Blum et al_., 1969 
DeFleur and Garrett, 19 70; Dvorak and Rupprecht, 19 71; 
Thomas and Zingraff, 1972; Adler and Lotecka, 1973; Johnson
1973).
Some variables, of course, appear to be more consis­
tently related to drug use. The preponderance of the 
literature, for example, shows that students majoring in 
arts, humanities, or the social sciences are more often 
involved in drug use than are students in the natural 
sciences, mathematics, engineering, business, or education 
(Simmon and Trout, 1967; Keniston, 196 8; Rand, Hammond and 
Moscou, 1968; Blum et. ad., 1969; Mizner et al., 1970; 
Robbins et ad., 19 70; Gallup Opinion Index International, 
1971, 1972; Dvorak and Rupprecht, 1971; Hochman, 1972;
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Thomas and Zingraff, 1972; Bogg and Hughes, 1973; Johnson, 
1973; Walizer et al., 1973). The association between major 
field of study and the probability of drug use may well 
reflect the fact that certain major fields of study attract 
students who are characterized by distinctive personality 
traits, particular attitudes, values, and interests that 
render them more predisposed to drug experimentation than 
students in other fields of study. Further, students en­
rolled in large, urban universities have a greater prob­
ability of becoming involved in drug use than do students 
who attend smaller rural colleges and universities (DeFleur 
and Garrett, 1970; Clarke and Levine, 19 71; Bogg and Hughes, 
1973; Walizer et al., 1973).
The relevance of other contextual influences'notwith­
standing, the student's degree of involvement in an "anti- 
traditional" peer group culture is both a consistent and 
a very powerful predictor of the probability that he will 
use drugs. The anti-traditional student subculture 
characteristic of many contemporary university settings is 
described by Simmons and Winograd (19 66) as the "hang-loose 
ethic." This set of norms, values and attitudes
"repudiates, or at least questions, such 
cornerstones of conventional society as 
Christianity, 'my country right or wrong,' 
the sanctity of marriage and premarital 
chastity, the accumulation of wealth, the 
right and even competence of parents, the
schools, and the government in sum,
the Establishment" (Simmons and Winograd,
1966: 12).
The hypothesis that adherence to the hang-loose ethic 
is related to drug experimentation and drug use has been
supported by Simmon and Trout (1967), Suchman (1968), Clarke 
and Levine (1971), Hochman (1972), Thomas and Zingraff (1972), 
Bogg and Hughes (1973), and Thomas, Petersen and Zingraff
(1974). Drug use, however, is only one aspect of this more 
general normative order in the sense that experimentation 
with drugs is symbolic of a complex of other positions, 
beliefs, and activities that are associated with drug use 
(Goode, 1969: 92). Also included are a wide range of educa­
tional, political, and social attitudes as well as related 
behavior that is indicative of a rejection of the established 
order. Drug-using students who are involved in this sub­
culture have been shown to have more liberal attitudes to­
ward sex (Gallup Opinion Index International, 1969; Blum 
et al., 1969; Hochman, 1972; Thomas and Zingraff, 1972; 
Johnson, 1973), they are relatively alienated from and 
antagonistic to the educational system (Suchman, 196 8;
Blum et al. , 1969; Clarke and Levine, 19 7.1; Johnson, 1973; 
Brubaker, 19 74); they have left-wing political attitudes 
(Suchman, 1968; Blum et al., 1969; Gallup Opinion Index 
International, 1969, 1971, 1972; Kohn and Mercer, 19 71;
Linn, 1971; Hochman, 1972; Thomas and Zingraff, 1972;
Johnson, 1973; Walizer elt al^ . , 1973); they have negative 
attitudes toward social control agencies (Suchman, 1968;
Adler and Lotecka, 19 73; Thomas, Petersen and Zingraff,
1974); they have fovorable attitudes toward drug use 
(Suchman, 1968; Gallup Opinion Index International, 1969; 
Dvorak and Rupprecht, 19 71; Hochman, 19 72; Thomas, Petersen 
and Zingraff, 1974); and they are alienated from the larger
society (Keniston, 1967, 1968; Messer, 1969? Bogg and
Hughes, 1973; Brubaker, 1974). Thus, the hypothesis and
one can interpret
"most student drug use as a response to 
involvement in a student subculture with­
in which the use of drugs has become in­
tegrated into a system of beliefs and 
behavior that is considerably more in­
clusive than drug use by itself” (Thomas,
Petersen and Zingraff, 1974: 4-5).
is supported by the preponderance of the literature.
The validity of the subculture theory of drug use among 
college students is very clearly demonstrated by Johnson 
(1973). He was able to show that once the degree of in­
volvement in the peer culture is known, knowing even a 
great deal about relevant background variables does not 
greatly increase one's ability to predict marijuana use. 
Likewise, Linn (19 71) found empirical support for his 
hypothesis that the degree of experience with marijuana 
will be significantly related to the type of social groups 
with which students are involved or identify. A prominent 
spokesman for the subcultural approach of student drug use 
is Goode. He suggests that,
"Marijuana use, even at its very incep­
tion, is simultaneously participation 
in a specific social group. This gen­
eralization holds equally strong for the 
continued use of marijuana" (Goode, 1969:
55) -1
^ According to Goode marijuana use is sociogenic:
(1) it is characteristically participated in a group setting
(2) the others with whom one smokes marijuana are usually 
intimates, intimates of intimates, or potential intimates, 
rather than strangers? (3) one generally has long-term
Summary and Conclusions
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In retrospect, it seems that the research findings con­
cerning the possible correlates of drug use are, generally 
speaking, quite inconclusive with the exception of strong 
evidence which links assimilation into the student drug sub­
culture to the probability of drug experimentation. The 
crucial question to be answered is obvious. How may these 
inconsistent research findings be explained?
A very plausible interpretation of the inconsistent 
and contradictory research findings may be the wide dif­
ferentials that exist in the student-body composition of 
the American universities and colleges. Indeed, different 
schools seem to attract different kinds of students and, 
hence, have widely different rates and patterns of drug 
use. As a consequence of the great differences in student- 
body composition the samples used in student drug research 
- although they may be representative of the student popu­
lation of a particular campus - are usually not represen­
tative of the American college population in general. It 
seems plausible to conclude, therefore, that the inconsis­
tent nature of the research evidence is very likely the
continuing social relations with the others? (4) a certain 
degree of value consensus will obtain within the group? (5) 
a value convergence will occur as a result of progessive 
group involvement? (6) the activity maintains the circle's 
cohesion, reaffirms its social bonds by acting them out?
(7) participants view the activity as a legitimate basis 
for identity - they define themselves, as well as others, 
partly on the basis of whether they have participated in 
the activity or not (Goode, 1969: 54).
result of the wide diversity of the samples used as data
base for drug research. Studies of the composition of 
student bodies and of the differential selectivity of par­
ticular colleges and universities by the Center for the 
Study of Higher Education of the University of California 
at Berkeley, for example, have shown that universities are 
differentially selective or attractive not only in their 
students' academic ability, but also in their interests, 
values, attitudes, intellectual dispositions, and social 
backgrounds (McConnel and Heist, 1966: 236).
"The selection of a particular undergraduate 
institution is the outcome of a complex inter­
action of factors, which include the aspira­
tions, abilities, and personality of the stu­
dents? the values, goals and socioeconomic 
status of his parents? the direction of the 
influence of his friends, teachers, and other 
reference persons? the size, location, tuition 
costs, curricular offerings, and other insti­
tutional characteristics of various colleges? 
and the image of these colleges held by the 
students and by those whose advice he seeks" 
(Feldman and Newcomb, 1969: 110).
Similarly, the discovery of great diversity among eleven
colleges, all within a radius of twenty-five miles,
prompted Rose (1963) to observe that:
"The findings..... should demonstrate clearly 
how different student bodies can actually be 
and the more fundamental fact that the dif­
ferences within schools do not occur in about 
the same proportion everywhere.....but vary 
with certain factors. First, and foremost, 
they vary with the social characteristics of 
students —  most importantly socioeconomic 
status, religion, religiousness, and polit­
ical affiliation. Secondly, they vary with 
the academic climate in which each student is 
encouraged to keep his values intact or is 
asked to shed them for new, and sometimes, 
less comfortable ones" (Rose, 1963: 147).
The factors of selectivity determined by the aspirations 
and needs of the students, their images of various colleges 
and their socioeconomic background and abilities, not to 
mention the recruitment and admission policies of different 
colleges and universities, all influence the nature of the 
student's subsequent experience, and, therefore, the prob­
ability that he will use drugs.
Given this differentiation among student bodies, it is 
clearly difficult if not impossible to talk about drug use 
patterns and correlates of drug use by the American college 
student or on the American college campus. Unfortunately, 
much drug research has the tendency to treat colleges and 
universities as if they are more or less alike with respect 
to their students, faculties, and other institutional 
characteristics. This simplifying assumption can mask the 
existing variety and diversity of American colleges and 
universities as well as the more specific differential im­
pact of these diverse institutions (cf. Feldman and 
Newcomb, 1969).
The notion that different colleges and universities 
have a differential impact on the rates and patterns of 
drug use by their students is supported by Keniston (1968) 
who proposed that colleges with a high "intellectual 
climate" have students more prone to drug use than others. 
The correlation between intellectual climate of a univer­
sity and drug use is very close, according to Keniston.
The highest rate of drug use is found at small, progressive 
liberal arts colleges, with a nonvocational orientation, a
high faculty-student ratio., high intellectual student cali­
ber, close student-facuity relationships and a great value 
placed on the academic independence, intellectual interests 
and personal freedom of the students. Farther down the 
list, with regard to both intellectual climate and drug use, 
are the private universities and colleges. Finally, at the 
bottom of the list in terms of both student drug use and 
intellectual climate, there are those colleges that together 
enroll the majority of American students —  upgraded state 
teachers* colleges, junior colleges, community colleges, 
normal schools, the smaller religious and denominational 
colleges, and most Catholic universities and colleges 
(Keniston, 1968: 119-120).^
Similarly, Feldman and Newcomb (1969) proposed that a 
link exists between types of university and the character­
istics and behavior of its students:
"Nonauthoritarianism, various intellectual 
dispositions, and political liberalism - 
as well as high status family background 
and high academic capacity - tend to char­
acterize, in decreasing order, students 
entering private universities, public 
universities, private degree awarding
2 Keniston gives two possible interpretations of 
differential drug use on different colleges. On one hand, 
one might conclude that colleges with a certain climate 
recruit students with special personality characteristics 
that make them prone to experiment with drugs. The insti­
tution, according to Keniston, merely acts as a magnet for 
youth who are likely to smoke marijuana no matter where 
they go to college. On the other hand, however, it could 
be argued that the climate and the culture of some colleges 
actively push students toward drug use regardless of their 
personality characteristics. If a student goes to a college 
where "everyone" is using drugs, he is more likely to do so 
himself (Keniston, 1968: 120).
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universities, public colleges of the same 
type, and junior colleges. The more pres­
tigious the institution, the more likely 
it is to attract and to admit those stu­
dents who have already most nearly attained 
the characteristics of an ’educated man1"
(Feldman and Newcomb, 1969: 144).
Although Feldman and Newcomb do not directly refer to 
drug use, one could argue that there may be a close rela­
tionship between the characteristics of the students who 
typically attend the more prestigious colleges with a high 
intellectual climate and those that tend to characterize 
the members of the student drug subculture, and, hence, 
that students attending the more prestigious universities 
and colleges are more likely to use drugs. Drug use is not 
limited to the more prestigious universities anymore, how­
ever. As noted before, drug use among students is a per­
vasive social phenomenon that includes all college campuses 
over the United States. Consequently, the proposed link 
between drug use and the intellectual climate of the uni­
versity may be better suited to explain why the more pres­
tigious colleges and universities were the forerunners of 
this social phenomenon than to account for why such per­
vasive drug use by students all over the country exists.
This suggests that although the differential composition 
of student bodies studies may, at least partly clarify 
why the research findings in this area are so inconclusive 
and contradictory, it does not explain the fact that 
much of the literature in which correlates of student drug 
use have been examined suffers from both methodological
and theoretical defects and limitations.
First, at least two methodological flaws continue to 
lessen the quality of many research reports in this area 
in ways that inject inconsistencies into research reports.
As noted previously, one immediately obvious problem is 
that of sampling. A good deal of the literature is based 
on either the non-random selection of easily-identified 
users-groups or on purposive samples drawn from specific 
types of users-populations. The effects which this has on 
the validity and generalizability of research findings are 
clear. Additionally, the general quality of the analyses 
which have been reported have suffered greatly through 
the lack of attention which has been shown to careful mul­
tivariate treatment of the available data and from an overly 
naive reliance on such simplistic techniques as zero-order 
correlations and univariate percentage distributions.
Second, with regard to the adequacy of theoretical con­
ceptualizations, examinations of drug abuse in general and 
student drug use in particular have been surprisingly sterile 
It is almost an impossible task to find a coherent set of 
concepts that provides a theoretical understanding of drug 
use. Indeed, apart from such isolated theoretical per­
spectives as that advanced by Lindesmith (19 68) on opiate 
addiction, a perspective which itself has been subjected 
to damaging criticism quite recently (McAuliffe and Gordon, 
1974), drug research remains more tied to the accumulation 
of empirical findings than to the more sophisticated task 
of theory construction and verification.
Review of the Thesis
The purpose of this research is to move toward the 
resolution of the issues that have been raised in the fol­
lowing fashion. First, an important aspect of this re­
search will be the construction of a theoretical model 
from which operationally testable hypotheses on the deter­
minants of drug use in student populations may be derived. 
From the overview of the relevant research concerning drug 
use by college students, it should be apparent that the 
student's involvement in the drug subculture may be con­
sidered an almost "universal" correlate of drug use in the 
sense that all evidence indicates that assimilation into 
this subculture is a determinant of drug use in any univer­
sity setting, regardless of the type, size, or student- 
body composition of the university which the student attends 
However, there are several mediating factors which can 
either inhibit or promote either assimilation into the drug 
subculture, involvement in drug use, or both. For example, 
experiences prior to entry into the university are expected 
to mediate responses to student life. Quite apart from 
social background and demographic variables, there are still 
other sets of variables which may contribute to the shaping 
of the student's norms, values, attitudes, and behavior 
which must be attended to. These include, but are not 
limited to, the student's fear of the harmful effects of 
drug use, the priority of the drug subculture in the Stu­
dent's life, and drug use prior to entry into the university
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All appear to be potential determinants of the probability 
that the student will become involved in the drug subcul­
ture/ drug use, or both. Therefore, it seems fruitful to 
make the examination of the determinants and consequences 
of both the student*s assimilation into the drug subculture 
and his involvement in drug use the major focus of this 
research. The development of an appropriate, testable 
conceptual model is provided in Chapter II.
Second, of course, it is necessary to subject the con­
ceptual model outlined in Chapter II to an appropriate 
test. A discussion of the relevant methodological issues 
involved in such a test is provided in Chapter III of this 
study, and Chapter IV provides a discussion of the actual 
analysis and interpretation of the findings of the study. 
Finally, in Chapter V, an attempt is made to review the 
relevant findings of the study in a way as to bring the 
theoretical implications of the analysis that is presented 
in Chapter IV into sharper focus.
CHAPTER I I
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The social world of American youth is largely struc­
tured around highly age-graded educational systems, and the 
years of adolescence and early adulthood are usually spent 
in acquiring an education in high school, college, or some 
other setting which provides specialized professional or 
vocational training. The average youth has relatively 
little contact with adults, and, because they spend much 
of their time interacting with peers of their own age who 
face similar problems of status-ambiguity associated with 
adolescence in American society, the foundation for the 
emergence of what many writers have referred to as the 
"youth culture” is provided (cf. Eisenstadt, 1956; Yinger, 
1960; Keniston, 1965, 1967, 1968; Erikson, 1968). This 
culture reflects the norms of those in the midst of a 
waiting period during which the. youth is being trained to 
assume adult responsibilities, a waiting period that may 
last from early adolescence to the late twenties. This 
youth culture - a concept that must be considered to be 
more of a heuristic device than an analytical term - re­
flects relatively unique roles, values, and conduct norms.
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It is characterized by a general resistance to adults 
and typified by a preoccupation with reference groups that 
consist of peers of their own age. This general youth 
culture, however, includes numerous "youth subcultures," 
each with its own typical interpretation of the more gen­
eral normative order. The purpose of this chapter is to 
argue that the student drug subculture can be viewed as 
such a special form of the more general youth culture.
Theoretical Orientation of this Research
Prior research has shown that numerous correlates of 
responsiveness to the non-conformist normative system that 
is supported by many contemporary students are also pre­
dictors of drug use. Further, these norms and values sup­
port a broad range of other anti-traditional values, atti­
tudes, and behavior. The relevant literature suggests that 
students involved in this "hang-loose" subculture typically 
have liberal attitudes toward sex, they are relatively 
antagonistic toward and alienated from the educational 
system, they have left-wing political attitudes, they are 
alienated from the larger system, they have negative atti­
tudes toward the legal system and its enforcement agencies, 
they have favorable attitudes toward drugs, and, finally, 
they almost unanimously adhere to a conduct norm central 
to participation in this subculture: they use marijuana.
This particular subculture represents, in short, a rejec­
tion of the attitudes, values and norms of the Establishment
or, to use Johnson's (1973) term the "parental culture." 
Rather than occupying oneself with the emergence of this 
particular student subculture, the more relevant question 
to be answered seems to be why it is that certain students 
appear to be more likely to become involved in this anti- 
traditional subculture and to use drugs while other stu­
dents are more likely to become involved in more conven­
tionally oriented youth groups which, although they may 
occasionally use drugs, do not have drug use and noncon­
formity as the core of their attitudes and behavior. It 
can be argued that the student*s involvement in the drug 
subculture and with drugs is, at least partly, a function 
of the student*s pre-university experiences, of external 
reinforcers linked to the immediate university setting, 
and of his post-university expectations. Indeed, as will 
be proposed in the following paragraphs, these variables 
influence the student’s choice of the groups to which he 
belongs or with whom he identifies himself after his entry 
into the university and whose norms greatly influence the 
student’s values, attitudes, and behavior.
Entry into the University:
Change in Associations and Attitudes
All social behavior is grounded in a social frame of 
reference that is defined by the groups of which they are 
a part. Man’s behavior is mainly group-determined. His 
membership groups have an important influence on the values
and attitudes he holds. Numerous studies have shown that 
the major sources of the individual's attitudes are the 
values and norms of the groups to which he relates (cf. 
Sherif, 1968). However, men frequently orient themselves 
to groups other than their own in shaping their behavior 
and evaluations (cf. Merton and Rossi, 1968). In a given 
area membership groups and reference groups may be identi­
cal. They are identical when the person aspires to main­
tain membership in the group of which he is already a part; 
they are disparate when the group in which the person 
aspires to attain membership is one in which he is not a 
member (Siegel and Siegel, 1968: 394). It has been 
widely asserted that both membership and reference groups 
affect the attitudes held by the individual. The values 
and norms of one's reference groups constitute the major 
anchorage in relation to which one's experiences and self- 
identity is organized (Sherif, 1968). Because of this, 
attitude changes of the greatest scope and degree are 
found when individuals shift, their reference groups. As 
both membership and non-membership groups may be taken as 
social frame of reference, this leads to a general question 
of central importance: under which conditions are associates 
within one's own groups taken as frame of reference for 
self-evaluation and attitude formation and under which 
conditions do non-membership groups provide the signifi­
cant frame of reference? In the following paragraphs I 
want to argue that the social situation of an entering 
student is characterized by conditions that make a change
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in reference groups very likely.
Empirical evidence indicates that changes in behavior, 
values, and attitudes as a person moves from one social 
context to another can be accounted for in terms of a 
change in reference groups (cf. Sherif, 1968; Shibutani,
1968). One would expect, therefore, that a significant 
change in attitudes, norms, values, and behavior will take 
place subsequent to the entry of a student into the univer­
sity because the change in status from high school to 
college student will typically be accompanied by a change 
in reference groups. Indeed, there is ample evidence that 
this is the case. For example, in one of the most 
thorough and exhaustive reviews of studies on college stu­
dents* attitudes and values, Jacob concluded that signifi­
cant personality changes occur between the freshman and 
senior year. College students change in the direction of 
greater liberalism and sophistication in their political, 
social and religious outlooks (Jacob, 1968: 311-312).
Feldman and Newcomb also reviewed numerous studies of the 
impact of colleges on students* values, attitudes, persona­
lity characteristics, and orientations toward post-college 
life. The most salient changes in students of nearly all 
American colleges included increases in "openmindedness"
(as reflected by declining authoritarianism, dogmatism, 
and prejudice), decreasing conservatism in regard to public 
issues, and growing sensitivity to aesthetic and "inner" 
experiences. In addition, the majority of studies they 
reviewed show declining commitment to religion, especially
in its more orthodox forms, and increases in intellectual 
interests and capacities. Certain kinds of personal 
changes, particularly the development of greater indepen­
dence, self-confidence, and readiness to express impulses, 
were the rule rather than the exception (Feldman and 
Newcomb, 1969). The notion that important changes and 
developments in attitudes, values, and behavior do take 
place subsequent to the student's entry into the university 
is further supported by Newcomb (1943, 1966, 1968a, 1968b), 
Webster (1958), Lehman (1965, 1968), Webster et. al., (1966),
Freedman (1967), Heath (1968), Katz et al., (1968), Korn
(1968), and Madison (1968).
Despite the evidence that indicates that college stu­
dents undergo some change in their attitudes, values, 
opinions, beliefs, interests, and behavior, there is no 
agreement with respect to the specific factors which might 
be responsible for initiating this change. Indeed, it is 
quite possible that some changes in personality character­
istics are a function cf the normal maturing process of an 
individual or of the times of rapid social change in which 
the contemporary American adolescent lives rather than the 
direct result of college experiences. Therefore, an im­
portant question is whether these changes in values, be­
havior, and attitudes would have occurred if the student 
did not attend college. Plant (1962), for example, has 
suggested that college acts only as a catalyst and that 
there are no experiences unique to the college which have 
an impact upon students' values, attitudes, beliefs,
interests and behavior. However, there is sufficient em­
pirical evidence to indicate that the attitudes and values 
of college graduates do differ from those of non-college 
graduates and that the changes which occur persist for a 
long time (cf. Freedman, 1967; Feldman and Newcomb, 1969). 
Consequently, it would appear that college experiences, 
whether formal or informal, do have an impact upon a stu­
dent's attitudes and values.
Perhaps the logic behind the empirical evidence of a 
significant impact of college on a student's values, atti­
tudes, and behavior can best be understood in terms of 
general socialization theory. One may consider the uni­
versity setting as a distinctive socio-cultural system 
with its own characteristic norms, statuses, values, and 
role-expectations, all of which exist within the larger 
structure of American society. The freshman entering 
college is a novice in an unfamiliar social setting, and, 
therefore, he is confronted with the values, norms and 
role-expectations of a new social system (cf. Feldman and 
Newcomb, 1969). Early in his college career his values, 
attitudes, and behavior will still be shaped primarily by 
his pre-university socialization and background character­
istics. Soon after his entry into the university community, 
however, the student learns that he is more or less effec­
tively isolated from sources of reinforcement beyond that 
provided by the members of the university community given 
the fact that the majority of colleges are in part charac­
terized by their ability to effectively isolate its members
from sources of influence outside the school. Entry into 
this new social system will typically involve a resociali­
zation process for many students in the sense that there 
are pressures to unlearn or relinquish certain previously 
held values, attitudes, and behavior patterns. Simul­
taneously, the student will undergo socialization within 
his new social environment as the members of the university 
setting, both faculty and other students, press him to 
learn the new normative prescriptions and proscriptions and 
to participate in the new social structure (Feldman and 
Newcomb, 1969). The situation that confronts an entering 
student is clearly conducive to if not demanding of change. 
"His social role of learner is defined to a considerable 
extent in terms of readiness to change, and his life cir­
cumstances are marked by the relative absence of commitment 
and encumbrances" (Freedman, 1967: 25). The fact that a 
freshman is moving from a system where he was an established 
member - his former high school, home community, his family 
- to a system where one is only a novice makes a freshman 
uncertain and frustrated (cf. Feldman and Newcomb, 1969).
Thus, the entering student faces numerous expected and 
unexpected academic and social challenges, expecially 
during the first part of the school year. A wide variety 
of reference groups and role models are available in the 
college setting. Also, the student simultaneously begins 
to realize that pre-college attitudes, behavior and values 
that may have served as adequate guidelines for his behavior 
in high school are neither valid nor useful in this new
social environment. He has to adjust himself to new living 
arrangements away from home and to become independent. His 
self-image is threatened by anxiousness about his intel­
lectual and social abilities. He is worried about whether 
or not he is going to succeed both academically and socially, 
and whether he will be respected and sought out by his 
fellow students (Feldman and Newcomb, 1969). In this 
situation, one that might be characterized as one of 
"culture shock," the new student is very susceptible to 
new influences and is, perhaps unconsciously, looking for 
new reference groups to guide his behavior more effectively.
Differential Impact of Academic and Peer Group 
Influences on the Student's Attitudes
What influences in the college community are actively 
trying to socialize the freshman? Which factors will be 
ultimately responsible for the changes in attitudes, be­
havior, and values of the student? The college setting 
contains several potential forces that could contribute to 
changes in - the values and behavior of the students.^ Pri-,f.. 
marily there are, of course, the formal influences of the 
college: its faculty, curricula and related academic in­
fluences. The explicit goal of every college is to change 
the student's attitudes and skills in some fashion. In­
deed, universities and colleges may be seen as developmen­
tal socialization systems wherein the formal purpose is 
training, education, or , more generally, the further
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socialization of the individuals who are passing through 
(Wheeler, 1966: 68).
Implied in the formal objectives of a college education 
is the development of skills in critical thinking and prob­
lem solving, a socialization task explicitly mandated to 
the faculty. Contradictory evidence concerning the impact 
of academic influences on students* behavior and values has 
been presented, however. Although Jacob (1968) concluded 
that, with few exceptions, neither courses, instructors, 
curricula, nor method of instruction had any perceptible 
impact upon students’ values, others have disagreed and 
have argued instead that certain programs were more effec­
tive than others in affecting social values (cf. Lehman,
-19 65). Contradictory evidence notwithstanding, it seems 
reasonable to assume that formal academic influences will 
have an impact on students* values, behavior and attitudes, 
particularly on their skills of logical reasoning and 
problem solving abilities.
On the other hand, the student*s social, political, and 
religious values, his basic outlook on life, and his par­
ticular style of life seem to be much more determined by 
informal, non-academic influences, particularly those 
associated with his interpersonal relationships with other 
students. Indeed, Newcomb (1966) supports the notion that 
it is the student’s attitudes rather than his general skills, 
specific capacities, or basic personality characteristics 
that are most likely to be directly influenced by peer group 
membership. There is likely to be general agreement that
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the most potent influence in the college scene is the stu­
dent peer culture. "Students are swayed more by fellow 
students than by any other force. We do not merely mean 
the other individual fellow students; we are speaking here 
of the peer culture" (Axelrod et al. , 1969: 150). Likewise., 
Wilson (1966: 86) states that "the student’s peers may be 
of unsuspected and underestimated importance for the stu­
dent." Bushnell (1966) shows in his study of the "student 
culture" and the "faculty culture" that they are in com­
petition or conflict in their efforts to socialize the new 
student, and that the role of the student peer groups is 
of fundamental significance in determining the course of 
events in the college experience. Numerous other studies 
(Newcomb, 1943, 1966, 1968a, 1968b; Lehman, 1965; Bushnell,
1966; Hughes, Becker and Geer, 1966; Newcomb and Wilson,
1966; Bolton and Kammeyer, 1967; Feldman and Newcomb, 1969) 
leave little doubt that what students learn in college is 
determined to a very large extent by their fellow students 
or, more precisely, by the conduct norms, attitudes, and 
values that prevail in the. peer group to which most stu­
dents belong.
These studies notwithstanding, Newcomb, one of the most 
important contributors to an understanding of the general 
social psychology of the formation and functioning of stu­
dent groups, argues that the empirical grounds for con­
cluding that substantial peer group effects in fact occur 
in contemporary American colleges are not as solid as one 
might believe (Newcomb, 1966). The theoretical reasons for
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expecting important peer group influences within American 
colleges are very convincing, however. For example, a 
very plausible explanation of the emergence and persistence 
of informal subcultural influences in the college setting 
is provided by Becker (1962). His basic proposition is 
that all students, involved as they are in a common college 
experience, are confronted with the same basic problems of 
adjustments. The student peer group is the collective 
response to these problems. The collective response is an 
outcome of the communication process among college students, 
and the student subculture is perpetuated by the communica­
tion occurring between new students and the older students:
"New recruits, in the guise of freshmen, are 
’processed' as a collectivity which is one
of a series of cohorts, while advanced re­
cruits, in the guise of sophomores, juniors, 
and seniors, are still around to influence 
the procedures and outcomes of the faculty 
efforts" (Feldman and Newcomb, 1969: 228)1
In summary, it seems that both academic and informal 
peer group influences may be contributing factors to the 
shaping of a student's attitudinal orientations. On both 
empirical and theoretical grounds the peer group subculture 
appears to be the most powerful socializing force in the 
college community. Indeed, the student subculture provides 
solutions for such problems that the formal academic
1 Colleges and universities fall into the collec­
tive-serial socialization patterns according to Wheeler's 
(1966) classification of socializing institutions in terms
of two variables - the individual or collective status of
recruits and the serial or disjunctive character of the 
setting.
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culture cannot resolve as the commonly encountered problem 
of searching for new and intimate membership groups that 
can help the new student cope adequately with his new social 
environment.
Campus Subcultures
Care must be taken not to exaggerate the degree to 
which students do act collectively as well as the degree 
to which the informal student subculture is monolithic. 
Obviously, every student does not interact with every other 
student on campus, nor do students generally act in total 
concert: "What can be regarded as an homogeneous culture 
for certain purposes..... on closer inspection may be seen 
as a plurality of heterogeneous subgroups, each valuing 
different interests and rewarding different activities"
(Feldman and Newcomb, 1969: 231-232). The kind of subcul­
ture a student identifies with determines the kinds of 
people he spends his time with and the kinds of values and 
attitudes to which he is exposed. 2
A number of student subcultures may be distinguished 
that are based on the dissimilarities between college stu­
dents not as individuals, but as members of groups sharing 
common attitudes, values, and beliefs and who exhibit
2 One should remember that a student typology is 
a heuristic device for getting at the processes by which 
social structures shape student styles of life in different 
kinds of colleges rather than an analytical concept.
similar behavior.3 One typology of student subcultures
that has become quite popular in recent years is that
developed by Clark and Trow (1966). They describe four
types of student subcultures which they label "academic,"
"collegiate," "nonconformist," and "vocational." These
four subtypes are generated by the combination of two
variables: the degree to which students are involved with
ideas and the extent to which students identify with their
college. There is
"the collegiate world of carefree fun and 
school spirit; the academic world of serious 
study, whose members emulate their teachers 
and are often preparing for postgraduate 
work and academic and professional careers; 
the world of the vocationally oriented stu­
dent, whose members are training for speci­
fic jobs; and the various ‘nonconformist* 
worlds of campus radicals and aesthetics and 
bohemians" (Axelrod et al., 1969: 154).
The distinctive quality of members of the nonconformist
subculture is a rather aggresive nonconformism, a critical
detachment from the college they attend and from its faculty,
and a generalized hostility to the administration (Clark
and Trow, 1966). This subculture
3 Becker (19 62) is of the opinion that "differences 
(among students), interesting as they are, seem.... to have 
somewhat less effects on the ways students act and think 
while in college than they are popularly supposed to have. 
There are variations in how college students look at their 
college experience and act while they are in college, but 
the variations are variations on a set of common themes, 
related to situations in the college environment" (Becker, 
1962: 17). Thus, those attributes of students and aspects 
of college life that might produce a variety of student 
subcultures are less important for Becker than those that 
produce a general, common student environment.
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"offers a genuine alternative, however tem­
porary, to the rebellious students seeking 
a distinctive identity in keeping with his 
own temperament and experience. In a sense 
it provides some intellectual content and 
meaning to the idealism and rebelliousness 
generated in adolescence in some parts of 
American society. While the three other 
types of students pursue fun (collegiate), 
a diploma (vocational) or knowledge (aca­
demic) , these students pursue an identity, 
not as a by-product but as the primary and 
often self-conscious aim of their education.
And their symbol is often a distinctive 
style - of dress, speech, attitude - that 
itself represents the identity they seek"
(Clark and Trow, 1966: 24).
The nonconformist student subculture, however, is a 
residual category in Clark and Trow’s scheme and in it 
they include such diverse types as fashionable bohemian 
students, hippies, compulsive rebels, political rebels and 
activists, and apathetic or alienated students. Other in­
vestigators have generated student typologies on bases 
different from that used by Clark and Trow. These typol­
ogies, nevertheless, have categories that parallel the 
academic, nonconformist, collegiate, and vocational sub­
cultures, as is shown by Feldman and Newcomb (1969) in 
their review of a number of studies of student subcultures. 
Still, as Bolton and Kammeyer (1967) have pointed out, 
studies of college subcultures in general do not show the 
degree to which students in a given classification interact 
with one another or the degree to which they are aware of 
their common orientation. At best, then, these studies 
classify students by similarity in subculture orientation 
rather than by membership in an interacting nonconformist 
group in which the members share an orientation.
Determinants of Assimilation into the Drug Subculture
The argument that I am trying to make is that one can 
explain variations in student behavior, in this case drug 
experimentation, by referring to the differential involve­
ment of students in a particular nonconformist student 
subculture that is characterized by the clustering of cer­
tain anti-traditional attitudes of which drug use is only 
one behavioral expression. If this is true, the crucial 
question to be answered pertains to what factors explain 
why some students become involved in this non-traditional 
subculture and use drugs while others become involved in 
different student groupings or even do not become a member 
of a student peer group at all. In other words, what makes 
the non-traditional drug subculture acceptable as a refer­
ence group for some new students and not for others?
To answer this question, it is necessary to understand 
the process by which a new group comes to fill the role of 
a reference group for an individual. As Newcomb (1943, 
1966, 1968a, 1968b) points out, a very important condition 
for the formation of and the entry into a peer group is 
similarity in attitudes and values. "Birds of a feather 
flock together and the kind of feathering that seems to be 
most essential for the human species is clearly marked by 
common interests, similarity of attitudes and interests" 
(Newcomb, 1966: 476). The principle that interaction tends 
to create consensual attitudes should not obscure the fact 
that interaction tends to begin on the basis of existing
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attitudes and interests that are shared.
Unfortunately, there are few systematic investigations 
on the operation of norm congruity as related to reference 
group acquisition. Hartley (1968) has proposed the hypo­
thesis that, in general, the greater the perceived dif­
ferences in norms between an individuals established 
groups and a new membership group, the less readily the 
individual is likely to accept the new group as a reference 
group. As a second hypothesis, Hartley states that the 
degree of acceptance of a new group will be positively 
related to the degree of preference for the norms of that 
group, without regard to existing relations between the 
norms of the new group and established groups (Hartley,
19 68: 240). A number of assumptions are implied in these 
hypotheses. As Hartley argues, most adolescents and adults 
have an established hierarchy of reference groups. Accept­
ing a new reference group may be expected to be accompanied 
by a re-evaluation of these reference groups previously 
established. Old and new potential reference groups are 
in temporary competition for the individual*s loyalty.
Thus, the process by which a new group becomes an actual 
reference group subjects the individual to competing forces 
acting on him. Hartley states a hardly new argument when 
he says that the transformation of a group from one of 
nominal membership to one serving a reference function 
depends to a critical extent on its compatability with 
aspects of the individuals previous experiences and his 
personal preferences. Pre-existing attitudes, values, and
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norms largely determine whether a nominal membership group 
will become an actual reference group. Hence, the con- 
gruity among the norms of the established and the new 
group appear logically to be an important catalystic 
element in the transformation process, as well as the 
degree of preference for the norms, values and goals of 
the group (Hartley, 1968).
A somewhat different but related approach to this pro­
cess of reference group transformation is provided by 
Gottlieb (1965), who found empirical evidence to support 
the suggestion that youth will become involved in those 
activities which they perceive as being related to their 
own goals and will tend to reject those in which they fail 
to see a connection between personal goals and the poten­
tial group activities (Gottlieb, 1965a: 36). Gottlieb 
proposes that maximum involvement between an adolescent 
and some potential socializer will occur when the adolescent 
perceives goal consensus as well as desire and ability on 
the part of the referent socializer.
The logical conclusion from this is that one1s values, 
norms, attitudes, goals, preferences, and behavior are not 
only the result of one's previous experiences, but that 
they are also determinants of selective responses to new 
environments. Existing attitudes may determine one's 
selection among alternative environmental settings, and 
these in turn may serve to preserve or undermine the very 
attitudes that had been initially responsible for one's 
selection among the alternatives (cf. Newcomb, 1968a).
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Insofar as attitudes are self-preserving, such tendencies 
tend to select a supportive environment. Thus, the factor 
of selective recruitment is a significant concept in 
describing the process of reference group transformation 
in new social environments. Indeed, as discussed previous­
ly, college students are selected by colleges, and peer 
groups within colleges, primarily on the basis of charac­
teristics acquired during the pre-college period. Further­
more, some students are able to choose colleges and peer 
groups which they perceive to be highly compatible with 
their existing orientations or which represents ideals 
with which they identify (Levine, 1966: 108). Such stu­
dents are already socialized to the values of these college 
groups. The college will appeal to and be found to be 
appealing by a selective cohort of the student population, 
thereby increasing the probability that normative assimila­
tion will occur. This means that behavioral variation 
among student groups may in many ways represent the effects 
of differential selection and anticipatory socialization 
rather than the differential socialization by different 
college subcultural groups.
This theoretical explanation of the processes involved 
in the transformation of reference groups may lead to 
general expectations concerning the social composition of 
different student subcultures in general and Of the drug 
subculture in particular. As pointed out before, the 
initial choice of a particular group and continued sus­
ceptibility to peer group influences may be conditioned by
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long-standing characteristics of the student and his back­
ground. For example, the socioeconomic status of the stu­
dent's family, the political preferences of his parents, 
his religion, sex, race, and age can be seen as antecedent 
conditions for peer group affiliation.
Social Class as Determinant of Assimilation into Drug 
Subculture
Social class of origin is very likely to have a signifi­
cant impact on the kind of student subculture the freshman 
will become involved in and what cluster of interrelated 
attitudes will appeal to him. Initially, parental social 
class may be considered as a preliminary, gross filter that 
conditions whether the student shall attend college and, 
if so, which one he shall attend (Wilson, 1966). Further­
more, parental social class is an important factor in con­
ditioning the choice of a peer group and, hence, the par­
ticular peer influences to which the student is exposed 
after entering college.
Prior research has consistently found social class to 
be an effective predictor of values, norms, beliefs, and 
behavior. Differences exist between lower-, middle-,and 
upper-class families not only in terms of childrearing 
practices, but also in the attitudes and values that are 
fostered (cf. Kohn, 1963; Mizruchi, 1964; Miller and 
Riessman, 1969; Kerkhoff, 1972). There is a voluminious 
body of research on class differences with respect to atti­
tudes and values which support the notion that the social 
background of a student determines in large part the kinds
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of values, norms, and behavior the student subscribes to 
and, according to the principle of norm congruity that is 
involved in the process of transformation of reference 
groups, the kind of subculture he will be most drawn to­
ward.
Support for the notion that student attributes are dis­
tributed non-randomly in the different student subcultures 
is provided by Gottlieb (1966). His research showed, for 
example, that lower-class students were more frequently 
found in the vocational subculture. This finding is quite 
understandable if one remembers that this particular sub- 
culture is primarily job-oriented, something that is under­
standably valued by a socioeconomic stratum that is charac­
terized by an ever-present lack of material security. 
Middle-class students were found in the largest proportion 
in the academic subculture, although a sizeable number of 
them were in the vocational category. For the upper-class 
the predominant category was also academic. With respect 
to the drug subculture, one would expect considerable in­
volvement. among middle- and upper-class students because 
the values, attitudes, and beliefs of these students are 
generally supportive of many of the relatively liberal 
attitudes, values, and behavior that are chacteristic of 
the drug subculture. Although this expectation lacks 
direct empirical evidence, it nevertheless seems to have 
ample theoretical foundation. Indeed, it could be argued 
that, first, prior research indicates that the majority of 
drug-users are middle- and upper-class students? and second,
existing evidence on drug use on the college campus shows 
that student drug use is primarily a group activity which 
is part of a normative system wherein drug is a primary con­
duct norm. Therefore, it seems logical to conclude that 
there is a greater probability that the drug subsculture is 
mainly composed of middle- and upper-class students than of 
lower-class students. Furthermore, an additional theoreti­
cal argument to support the notion that upper- and middle- 
class students have a greater probability of becoming in­
volved in the student drug subculture is related to the 
factor of selective recruitment. As discussed before, stu­
dents tend to choose colleges and peer groups which are 
highly compatible with their existing orientations or which 
represent values and ideals with which they identify. 
Generally speaking, the prior socialization of a substantial 
number of middle- and upper- class students is supportive of 
many of the relatively liberal attitudes, values, and be­
haviors that are involved in this subculture. While the 
socialization of middle- and upper-class students may not 
directly reward drug use, it may do so indirectly by narrow­
ing the difference between the incoming student and those 
already responsive to the hang-loose ethic characteristic of 
this subculture. In this context, social class may be seen 
as a crude correlate of receptivity to the attitudes, values, 
and behavior rewarded by the non-traditional student norma­
tive system by virtue of the character of the socialization 
processes which the several social class strata support. 
Consequently, it appears reasonable to expect that upper-
and middle-class students will have a greater probability 
of becoming involved in the drug subculture and use drugs 
than lower-class students.^
Race, Age, and Sex as De te rmi n ants of Assimiiation into 
the Drug Subculture
Behavior expected from and directed toward a person may 
be determined on the basis of age, sex, or race, regardless 
of the student's social background. Certain biological at­
tributes are commonly linked with expectations of differing 
beliefs and behavior which may have implications for a stu­
dent's probability of becoming involved in particular stu­
dent subcultures. As Wilson (1966) has explained, the as­
cription of certain attributes to persons of a particular 
age, race, or sex may put into motion influences which lead 
to their realization. The treatment of a person in a par- - 
ticular way elicits a correspondingly "proper" response, a 
social process that seems best to be described by Merton's 
(1957) concept of a "self-fulfilling prophecy." There is 
an interaction between culturally expected behavior and 
attitudes of a person in certain categories (sex, age, race)
4 Gottlieb (1966) found that only 14 percent of the 
upper-class students and 2 0 percent of the middle-class stu­
dents in his sample could be classified as belonging to the 
nonconformist subculture, while 19 percent of the lower- 
class students were involved in this anti-traditional sub­
culture. This finding does not necessarily mean a rejection 
of the expectation that the drug subculture will be mainly 
composed of middle- and upper-class students, however, since 
Gottlieb's nonconformist subculture - although paralleling 
the drug subculture in some respects - is different from the 
drug subculture in several aspects, such as, for example, 
the absence of the conduct norm central to the student drug 
subculture of using marijuana.
and the actual attitudes and behavior that the person will 
exhibit eventually. This interaction between role-expecta­
tions and actual behavior results in differential exposure 
and sensitivity to the impact of the peer group (cf. Wilson, 
1966). More specifically, paralleling Wilson's argument, 
one could think of a triangular interaction patter between 
(1) ascribed traits like sex, race, or age, (2) a form of 
behavior like drug experimentation, and (3) the differing 
impact of contrasting peer group contexts upon drug experi­
mentation. For example, sex may be an important determinant 
of the probability that a student will become involved in 
the drug subculture. There still exists a great disjunction 
between the cultural role-expectations of males and females 
in contemporary America. To the extent that this is true, 
one could expect that entrance into certain peer groups is 
determined by the sex of the novice. As Wilson (1966) 
pointed out, sex conditions the peer group mix and hence 
the changes which flow from peer group influence.
The arguments concerning the impact of sex as a deter­
minant of the probability that the student becomes involved 
in the drug subculture seem to be contradictory. On the 
one hand it seems reasonable to argue that it is possible 
that females - because of differential, more conventional 
role-expectations - will-not be as likely to become assimi­
lated into the drug subculture as males. This notion is 
supported by Suchman (196 8), who found that sex is related 
to the probability of becoming involved in the hang-loose 
ethic. According to him, males are more likely candidates
for this non-traditional normative order than females. On 
the other hand, if sexual liberalism is a trait of the 
drug subculture, and.it is assumed that it is, then it could 
be argued that females will be as likely to become assimi­
lated into this subculture as is true for males. However, 
because of the factor of selective recruitment it could be 
argued that, although sex may not be a discriminating fac­
tor after a person has been assimilated into the drug sub­
culture, it still may be an important selective factor in 
the recruitment of novices. Indeed, the general liberal 
attitudes and behavior are likely to appeal more to males 
than to females due to differences in socialization. There­
fore, it seems reasonable to expect that sex is a deter­
minant of the probability that a student will become assimi­
lated into the drug subculture and use drugs.
Race might also imply differential exposure to peer 
group influences, but there is hardly any empirical evi­
dence to support this suggestion. Moreover, Johnson (1973) 
recently found support for the hypothesis that there may be 
two different subcultures of drug use structured along 
racial lines on college campuses in the New York metropoli­
tan area. Likewise, there is hardly any research on the 
interaction between the student's age and the probability 
that he will become assimilated into the drug subculture. 
Still, one might speculate that age appears to be a non- 
discriminating factor in the determination of assimilation 
into the drug subculture because of the limited range of 
distribution among college students.
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Religiosity as a Determinant of Assimilation into the 
Drug Subculture
An additional background factor that may have an impact 
on the probability that a new student will become involved 
in the drug subculture is the religiosity of the student. 
Indeed, lack of religious orthodoxy may be seen as an ex­
pression of the individual's much broader general rejection 
of established, traditional ways of thinking, beliefs, 
values, and attitudes. Therefore, religious unorthodoxy 
can be viewed as a crude indicator of political and social 
liberalism, attitudes typical for the student drug subcul­
ture. It seems reasonable to expect that students who are 
not religious or religiously unorthodox are more likely 
candidates for the nonconformist drug subculture than stu­
dents who are strongly committed to a certain religion. 
Certainly, according to the principle of norm congruity in 
the transformation cf reference groups in a new social en­
vironment, the drug subculture will selectively recruit 
those nonreligious or religiously unorthodox students 
whose attitudes are typically more similar to the attitudes 
of the drug subculture than the attitudes of the very 
religious students. Therefore, nonreligious or religiously 
unorthodox students will have a greater probability of be­
coming assimilated into the student subculture and use 
drugs than their more traditionally-oriented, devoted 
fellow students.
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Major Field of Study as a Determinant of Assimilation into 
the Drug Subculture
Another possible predictor of assimilation into the 
drug subculture may be the student*s major field of study. 
Students from different kinds of social and economic back­
grounds differentially select certain majors. Moreover, 
students enrolled in the several major fields of study 
tend to differ in the following variables: patterns of 
values, political-economic attitudes, religious conserva­
tism, career orientations, intellectual ability, intellec­
tual dispositions, authoritarianism, psychological well­
being, and certain personality characteristics (cf. Feldman 
and Newcomb, 19 69). More specifically, students in the 
social sciences are typically the most liberal in attitude 
studies, although the consistency in these studies is far 
from perfect (cf. Bereiter and Freedman, 1966; Feldman and 
Newcomb, 1969). Students in engineering and agriculture 
appear among the least, liberal groups with much greater 
consistency. Literature, arts, and natural science majors 
are usually found between these extremes, with the natural 
science group tending to be less liberal than the others.
Those students in secondary education reflect the attitudes 
of their prospective teaching fields, and those in elemen­
tary and physical education tend to be among the most con­
servative groups (Bereiter and Freedman, 1966: 567). Ac­
cording to Bereiter and Freedman, the most conservative 
groups are in applied rather than academic fields. One 
factor that may help account for this conservatism is that
these fields tend to draw vocationally oriented students 
from lower social class levels than do other fields.
Looked at it in another way, "the attitudes of students 
in the applied fields differ from those of students in the 
academic majors in the same direction that the attitudes of 
the public as a whole differ from those of college students" 
(Bereiter and Freedman, 1966: 569). Thus, it does appear 
that some fields are relatively more attractive than others 
to liberal-minded people while others are more attractive 
to conservative-minded people.
Of course, an absence of clarity with regard to time 
order makes it very hard to determine whether the cluster 
of related social, political, and religious attitudes and 
personality characteristics typical for students majoring 
in certain fields of study determines or is the result of 
the student’s choice of a particular field of study. In­
deed, it is possible that certain majors tend to selectively 
recruit students with liberal attitudes and values. This 
would explain the possible link between the student*s major 
and the probability of his involvement into the drug sub­
culture. On the other hand, it also seems possible that 
a student changes his attitudes and values subsequent to 
his assimilation into the drug subculture and, consequently, 
that he changes his major field of study to resolve the 
cognitive dissonance resulting from being involved in the 
liberal subculture on the one hand and a conservative field 
of study on the other hand.
Feldman and Newcomb (1969) report that there are also
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major field differences between students who have differing 
religious orientations, a fact which may have implications 
for the student’s probability of becoming involved in the 
drug subculture. For students in the social sciences there 
is a slight tendency to be medium or high in religious 
non-orthodoxy. Students in business administration, 
engineering, and education are the most religiously 
orthodox and may be viewed as "fundamentalistic" relative 
to students in other fields (Feldman and Newcomb, 1969: 163)•
The evidence concerning an association between liberal 
attitudes, major field of study, and non-religiosity seems 
to warrant the expectation that students majoring in arts, 
humanities, or the social sciences will have a greater 
probability of becoming assimilated into the drug subcul­
ture than student majoring in the natural sciences, mathe­
matics, engineering, business, agriculture, or education.
As noted earlier, prior research concerning the determinants 
of student drug use has supported the hypothesis that drug 
experimentation and the major field of study of the student 
are associated.
In conclusion, one can say that there seems to be both 
sufficient empirical evidence and ample theoretical grounds 
to expect that students with certain background character­
istics are more likely to become assimilated into the drug 
subculture and to experiment with drugs. Similarly, as 
noted previously, prior research has also shown that sex, 
religion, social class of origin, and major field of study
of the student are also associated with the probability 
that the student will become involved in drug use. Still# 
one must raise the as yet unresolved question of whether 
these variables are directly associated with drug use and 
frequency of drug use or if the real connection is one 
which operates only indirectly through levels of integra­
tion into the drug subculture.
According to Suchman (1968), there is an indirect rela­
tionship between drug use and social background and demo­
graphic characteristics, the degree of involvement in the 
drug subculture functioning as an intervening variable in 
the causal sequence. In other words, being middle- or 
upper-class, male, nonreligious or religiously unorthodox, 
and majoring In the social sciences, arts, or humanities 
may increase the likelihood of a student becoming involved 
in the drug subculture, and this involvement, in turn, may 
affect the probability that the student will use drugs.
The arguments supportive of such an Indirect link have been 
discussed extensively in the preceeding paragraphs. Thomas, 
Petersen and Zingraff (1974), however, found no indirect 
linkage between drug use and background characteristics. 
Instead, their research supported the notion that there is 
a direct, although weak, linkage between background charac­
teristics and drug use and a much stronger direct linkage 
between assimilation into the drug subculture and drug use. 
Indeed, prior research seems to point to a direct link 
between drug experimentation and social and demographic 
background characteristics. Moreover, there is also strong
empirical evidence to support the hypothesis that there is 
a direct link between assimilation into the drug subculture 
and the probability of drug use. Nevertheless, the theore­
tical arguments made in this chapter together with the in­
direct empirical evidence seem sufficient to warrant the 
expectation of an indirect link between background charac­
teristics and drug experimentation, the degree of involve­
ment in the drug subculture functioning as the intervening 
variable. Therefore, it seems reasonable to hypothesize 
that there is both a direct and an indirect link between 
social background and demographic characteristics and drug 
experimentation.
Drug Use Prior to Entry into the University: An Additional 
Determinant of Assimilation into the Drug Subculture
An additional background contingency not given by the 
character of the university setting that is expected to 
affect the probability that a student will become assimi­
lated into the normative drug subculture of the university 
and that he will become involved in drug use is drug ex­
perimentation prior to entry into the university. Recent 
research (Adler and Lotecka, 1973; Victor et aJL., 1973; 
Wardell and Mehra, 19 74) indicates that an increasing num­
ber of high school students use drugs. A student who used 
drugs before he entered college is quite probably going to 
continue using drugs while in the university. Indeed, drug 
use by high school students has been viewed as a form of 
anticipatory socialization to college life (cf. Mauss, 1969)
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High school students may take as a reference group a non- 
membership group to which they aspire to belong and begin 
to socialize themselves to what they perceive to be its 
norms before they are ever exposed to its influence. The 
reason why relatively large numbers of high school students 
seem to socialize themselves to the values and norms of the 
college drug subculture may be, first, that drug use is 
very common at the high school level, and, second, that 
drug experimentation on the college campus is a highly 
visible aspect of college life. Here again, as with the 
explanation of the relationship between social background 
characteristics of the student and the probability that he 
will become involved in the drug subculture and use drugs, 
one can expect that students with certain background char­
acteristics will be more likely to have used drugs while 
in high school than others, the theoretical rationale for 
this having been discussed earlier in this chapter. Thus, 
it is expected that the student with prior drug experience 
will assimilate into the drug subculture more rapidly than 
those who lack such experience and that they also will be 
more likely to use drugs while in college.
Priority of the Drug Subculture in the Student's Life 
Quite apart from experience prior to entry into the 
university that is expected to mediate responses to student 
life, several other sets of variables must be attended to.
For example, responsiveness to the drug subculture and be­
havior valued by that system will be influenced by the 
priority a student ascribes to this normative order. The
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priority of this normative order in the life of a student 
may, in part/ be viewed as a function of the amount of time 
a student has spent in the university. As pointed out 
before/ when a student enters the university his values, 
attitudes and behavior will have been shaped primarily by 
his pre-university socialization and background character­
istics. Upon his entry into the university, however, the 
sources of immediate reinforcement from family and com­
munity are withdrawn. When normative systems analogous 
to the nonconformist drug subculture are dominant within a 
given university setting, it seems logical to reason that 
the university and its different normative subcultures will 
assume a more meaningful and more immediate role as a source 
of reinforcement than- do any alternatives. Thus, one would 
predict that a shaping process would emerge which would 
significantly increase the probability of drug use when all 
other influences are equal. When all other factors are 
held constant, the greater the duration of exposure to such 
influences, the greater the probability of drug use. On 
the other hand, Charters and Nev/comb's (1968) theoretical 
framework of attitudinal effects of increased saliency of 
membership groups provides sufficient arguments to propose 
that the relationship between duration of exposure to the 
student drug subculture and the degree of assimilation into 
this normative system is quite probably curvilinear. Fol­
lowing their argument, one could propose that the probabil­
ity that an incoming student will accept the drug subcul- 
ture as his new reference group is a function of the relative
potencies of his various group memberships. If the 
potency of the groups are of equal strength, he may either 
reach a compromise between the conflicting norms, or he 
may yield to the attitudinal position prescribed by the 
group the potency of which is highest at the moment 
(Charters and Newcomb, 1968: 95). Thus, attitudinal re­
sponse is a function of the relative strengths of momentary 
forces toward or away from membership in groups with con­
flicting norms. By increasing the potency of one of an 
individual's membership groups, one would expect that his 
attitudes would resemble more closely the attitudes pre­
scribed by the norms of that group. Specifically, the 
impact of the university setting on a student1s behavior, 
attitudes, and values is expected to increase in proportion 
to the amount of time spent at the university, but only to 
the point at which the priority of that setting is reduced 
through anticipated movement into another status. Indeed, 
there is evidence that indicates that the strongest changes 
in attitudes, behavior, and values appear in the student's 
first two years In college (cf, Feldman and Newcomb, 1969), 
thereby implying that the university setting is during 
these years a more salient, potent factor than most other 
reference groups. However, as a student approaches gradua­
tion, the priority of the subcultural normative system is 
expected to diminish because the student will begin to 
orient himself toward the role into which he anticipates 
movement. In particular, if his post-university expecta­
tions require normative re-orientation, as would be true if
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anticipates taking a "straight” job as opposed to going 
to graduate school, the potency of the drug subculture as 
his frame of reference should diminish, and , consequently, 
his drug-taking behavior.
The relationship between the amount of time spent at 
the university and the priority of the drug subculture in 
the life of the student should be somewhat different for 
those students who have used drugs prior to their entry 
into the university, however. Students who have used drugs 
prior to their entry into the university may well have 
gone through a process of anticipatory socialization into 
the norms, values, attitudes and behavior charateristics 
of this normative system while still in high school and 
they will, therefore, need less time than other students 
for the normative re-orientation required for assimilation 
into the drug subculture. In other words, for these fresh­
men the priority of the drug subculture at the moment of 
their entry into the university should already be at a 
fairly high level, and this priority is expected to in­
crease in proportion to the amount cf time spent at the 
university. Consequently, one would expect that there is 
also a curvilinear relationship between amount of time 
spent at the university and priority of the drug subculture 
for this category of students, but this relationship will 
show a much weaker curve than for those students who have 
never experimented with drugs prior to their entry into the 
university.
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Fear of Harmful Effects of Drug Use
Finally, a powerful inhibitor of drug use, even among 
those fairly well-integrated into other aspects of the 
drug subculture is simply the fear that drugs will yield 
harmful effects. Thus, it is expected that differential 
levels of involvement in drug use will at least in part be 
accounted for by variation in the perceived consequences 
of drug use. The conception that there is an association 
between perceived harmfulness of drug use and actual drug 
use, at least in the sense that non-users generally per­
ceive drugs as more harmful than users, was supported by 
Suchman (1966), Eels (1968), Hochman (1968), DeFleur and 
Garrett (1971), and Adler and Lotecka (1973). Of course, 
socialization into the drug subculture includes cognitive 
changes, many of which are linked to the development of 
what many have noted to be a relatively sophisticated 
understanding of the pharmacological dimension of frequently 
encountered drugs. Thus, the greater the degree of assimi­
lation into the drug subculture the lower the levels of at 
least many of the naive fears that are commonly associated 
with many drug compounds. Consequently, those well-in­
tegrated into this system are both less likely to fear 
harmful effects of drug use and, therefore, are more likely 
to use drugs themselves.
Degree of Assimilation in Drug Subculture as Related to 
Frequency of Drug Experimentation
Just as one expects differences between users and non­
users with respect to their background characteristics and
their adherence to the drug subculture, one can expect
similar differences between those highly committed to drug 
use and those who are not. Thus, there are degrees of in­
volvement in the drug subculture.
"Some are completely outside the system and 
neither accept the attitudes and values of 
the system nor do they become involved in 
drug use; some are on the periphery of the 
system and accept many of the values and at­
titudes while not yet becoming involved in 
drug use; some have moved further into the 
system and at least experiment with drugs; 
and, finally, some have become firmly com­
mitted to the normative system and to the 
behavioral patterns which it implies"
(Thomas, Petersen and Zingraff, 1974; 8).
It seems justified to argue that the deeper a person is
involved in the drug subculture, the more frequently he
will use drugs. As Goode (1969) pointed out;
"Heavy marijuana use is not only an indica­
tor of but also a catalyst in generating 
and reaffirming commitment to a drug-using 
subculture. Moreover, higher levels of use 
tend to involve the smoker in related sets 
of activities which, likewise, implicate 
him in the marijuana subcommunity. Involve­
ment can be thought of as a stepwise move­
ment toward the 'cere1 of the group, each
step representing a kind of progressive com­
mitment to a drug-using subculture" (Goode,
1969; 56).
The "experimenter" who has tried marijuana only a couple of
times is clearly a member of this subculture in only the
most superficial way, Goode argues. The more that an in­
dividual smokes marijuana, the greater the probability of 
his being involved in this subculture. The more that he 
smokes, the more extensive and intense are his social bonds 
and activities among smokers - and the weaker are his social 
bonds and activities among non-smokers (Goode, 1969; 56).
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The more that an individual smokes, the greater is the
likelihood that he will also be involved in drug-related
activities which further strengthen his social ties with
the drug subculture. For example, such a related activity
is the buying or selling of marijuana, a hypothesis also
recently supported by Johnson (1973) who showed that the
more frequent drug users had a greater likelihood of being
involved in buying or selling marijuana. The more one
smokes, the greater is the salience of marijuana in one's
life, and the greater the likelihood that it is involved
in one's evaluation of others (cf. Goode, 1969). The
notion that there is an association between degree of
involvement in the drug subculture and the frequency of
use seems to be at least indirectly supported by Becker's
(1969) theory of the processes involved in becoming a
regular marijuana user.
"No one becomes a user without (1) learning 
to smoke the drug in a way which will pro­
duce real effects, (2) learning to recognize 
the effects and connect them with drug use, 
and (3) learning to enjoy the sensations he 
perceives" (Becker, 1969: 498).
The logical conclusion from this is that in order to become 
a regular marijuana user one has to become increasingly in­
volved in the drug-using subculture.
In conclusion, the proposed hypothesis that there is an 
association between degree of assimilation into the drug 
subculture and frequency of drug use, seems to have suffi­
cient theoretical foundations and empirical support to 
warrant closer investigation in this research.
67
Conceptual Model and Related Propositions
A schematic representation of the conceptual model 
described in the preceeding paragraphs is provided in 
Figure 1.
Figure 1
A Schematic Representation of Determinants of Drug Use













The following propositions may be derived from this model:
Proposition 1. The lower the social distance between the
student at his point of entry into the uni­
versity and the tenets of the drug subcul­
ture, the greater the probability of drug 
use.
Proposition 2. The lower the social distance between the
student at his point of entry into the uni­
versity and the tenets of the drug subcul­
ture, the greater the probability of assimi­










3. The greater the level of assimilation into 
the drug subculture, the greater the prob­
ability of drug use.
4. The lower the social distance between stu­
dents at their point of entry into the uni­
versity and the tenets of the drug subcul­
ture, the greater the probability of drug 
use prior to their entering the university.
5. Experimentation with illicit drugs before 
entering the university will increase the 
probability of becoming involved in drug 
use after entering the university.
6. Experimentation with illicit drugs before 
entering the university will increase the 
probability of assimilation into the drug 
subculture.
7. 'Experimentation with illicit drugs before
entering the university will decrease the 
fear of harmful effect of drugs.
8. The greater the priority of the drug sub­
culture, the greater the assimilation into 
the drug subculture.
9. The greater the priority of the drug sub­
culture, the greater the probability of 
drug use.
10. The greater the fear of harmful effects of 
drugs, the lower the probability of drug 
use.
11. The greater the degree of assimilation into 
the drug subculture, the lower the fear of 
harmful effects of drugs.
Proposition 12. The greater the degree of assimilation into
the drug subculture, the greater the fre­
quency of drug use.
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The data to be examined in this study were obtained 
from a random sample of undergraduate classes in a relative­
ly large (18,000 students) urban university in a Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Area in the Southeastern United 
States during the Spring of 1973. A questionnaire was dis­
tributed to all those present in the selected classes on the 
day of the data collection and no attempt was made to iden­
tify the respondents. Due to the fact that the sampling 
unit was classes rather than individual students, that some 
instructors would not permit the distribution of the ques­
tionnaire during class time, and the fact that some systema­
tic bias could have been introduced because of selective 
class attendance by some students precludes any absolute 
claim that the sample that was obtained is representative. 
Nevertheless, the proportions of upper and lower division 
students, ratio of males to females, and so on does not 
appear significantly different from the parameters of the 
universe from which the sample was drawn, so there is no 
reason to believe that the sample is affected by any major 
sampling bias. Still, the significance tests that are re­
ported should be interpreted with caution.
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Of the 361 students who were present in the sampled 
classes, complete questionnaire data were obtained from 
97.5 percent (N=352). The sample consisted mainly of white 
students? only 13.6 percent (N=48) were black. Forty-four 
percent (N=154) of the sample was female, and 63 percent 
(N=221) was either Catholic, Protestant, or Jewish. The 
remaining 37 percent (N-130) did not indicate any religious 
affiliation. Nineteen percent (N=67) of the sample was 
married. About half of the sample (53 percent) was in the 
seventeen to twenty years age bracket. Fifty-five of the 
sampled students were majoring in humanities, arts, be­
havioral sciences, or social welfare? the remaining 45 per­
cent in the natural sciences, education, or business. 
Finally, concerning the social class composition of the 
sample as measured by the student's father's occupational 
level, 18.7 percent (N=66) of the students could be con­
sidered upper-class, 47.1 percent (N=166) as middle-class 
and about 19.3 percent (N=68) as lower-class. There was a 
mimber of students, however, that did not respond on this 
question (N=52).
Operationalization of Major Variables
The theoretical model proposed in the preceeding chap­
ter is composed of several interrelated clusters of vari­
ables. The operational measures that were developed in 
this study are briefly described in the following paragraphs 
The questionnaire that was employed in the study is
reproduced in Appendix A.
Social Background and Demographic Characte ri s ti cs
Prior research has investigated the relationship 
between drug experimentation and such background charac­
teristics as sex, age, race, family cohesion, religious 
identification, socioeconomic status, and marital status. 
Although the research findings in this field are rather 
inconclusive and often contradictory, there seems to be 
sufficient evidence to consider social background and demo­
graphic variables as one aspect of the proposed theoretical 
model. The following operational measures of background 
characteristics were employed in this research.
Social Class
Social class of origin is conceived as an indicator 
of socialization experiences to which the students were 
exposed prior to their enrollment in the university, ex­
periences which could affect the degree of social distance 
between them and those already integrated into the student 
drug subculture. The argument is that those from relatively 
higher social class strata will be more responsive to the 
generally liberal orientation of the drug subculture and, 
consequently, that they will be more prone to engage in be­
havior that is rewarded within that normative system. The 
educational attainment of the student's father was measured 
to reflect a dimension of social class that is of particular 
relevance in this regard.
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Sex
Although some recent studies of high school and college 
students seem to indicate that the sex differential in drug 
use appears to be diminishing, the preponderance of the re­
search has shown that sex is a significant correlate of 
drug use. More specifically, males are typically more prone 
to use drugs than females, a phenomenon that may be related 
to differentials in socialization that are sex specific.
Marital Status
This background variable has been shown to be a rather 
consistent predictor of student drug use. Single students 
are more likely to use drugs than married ones. A student 
who marries becomes, merely through this act, a member of 
the Establishment himself, and, therefore, he will be less 
likely to exhibit such anti-traditional behavior as drug 
experimentation. A self-report measure of the student's 
marital status was included in the questionnaire in order 
to get this information.
Religious Ident i fie ation
Prior research indicated that students without religious 
affiliations or who are religiously unorthodox are typically 
more involved in drug use than students who are Catholic, 
Protestant, or Jewish. A lack of any religious identifica­
tion may be seen as indicative of a more general rejection 
of established beliefs and values, thereby making students 
without religious affiliations more likely candidates for 
such non-traditional behavior as drug use. The self-re­
ported data were employed as the indicator of this variable.
Drug Use Trior to Entry into: the' University
Drug use prior to a student's entry into the university 
has been viewed as a form of anticipatory socialization to 
the student life style, particularly in that it represents 
a behavior which should lessen the social distance between 
the student and the drug subculture at the point of entry 
into the university setting. Thus, the expectation was 
that students with prior drug experience would assimilate 
into the drug subculture more rapidly and will use more 
types of drugs more frequently than students who lack such 
experience. Self-reported drug use prior to entry into the 
university, as measured by the student's self-reported age 
at first drug experimentation, provided an indicator of 
this variable.
As s imiiation into the Drug Subculture
The student's degree of involvement in an anti-tradi- 
tional peer group culture is both a consistent and a very 
powerful predictor of the probability that he will use drugs. 
Although experimentation with drugs is a salient conduct 
norm of this normative order, it is only one aspect of a 
more inclusive set of expectations in the sense that drug 
use is symbolic of a complex of other liberal positions, 
beliefs and activities that are associated with drug use.
For example, drug using students who are involved in the 
drug subculture have been shown to have more liberal atti­
tudes toward sex? they are relatively alienated from and 
antagonistic toward the educational system; they have
left-wing political attitudes? they have negative attitudes 
toward the legal system and its enforcement agencies? they 
have favorable attitudes toward drug use? and they are 
alienated from the larger society. In this research the 
following operational measures of this cluster of inter­
related liberal attitudes, values, and beliefs will be 
employed.
Attitudes Toward Drug Use
Adherence to the hang-loose ethic clearly implies 
favorable attitudes toward marijuana smoking both for its 
effects and because Of the symbolic rebellion against 
authority which it denotes (cf. Suchman, 1968). More 
generally, it seems reasonable to expect that favorable at­
titudes toward drug use and drug users are related to drug 
using behavior: the more positive the attitudes toward 
drugs, the greater the probability of actual drug use. A 
ten-item Likert scale developed by Thomas (19 73) was uti­
lized as a measure of this variable. In this scale, as in 
the other attitude scales, item selection was done by cor­
relating each item score with the summated scale score. 
Unless the item-to-scale-score correlation was significant 
at the .001 level of significance, the item was not included 
in the final scale. The lower the scale score on this vari­
able, the more positive the attitude toward drugs. The mean 
of the final ten-item Likert-type measure is 27.05 and the
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standard deviation is 7.63.-*- 
Attitude s Toward the Legal System
If the drug subculture is characterized by a general 
anti-Establishment orientation, it seems reasonable to argue 
that negative attitudes toward the legal system and its 
enforcement agencies are one of its most salient aspects.
The expectation is that the greater the assimilation of the 
student in the drug subculture/ the more negative his atti­
tudes toward the legal system will be. A ten-item Likert- 
type scale was used as a measure of this variable. The 
lower the score on this variable/ the more positive the 
atitudes toward the law. The mean of the final ten-item 
scale is 32.53 and the standard deviation is 6.64.
Attitudes Toward Education
Because the drug subculture involves a broad range of 
anti-Establishment behavior and attitudes, it seems likely 
that members of this subculture will also be relatively 
antagonistic to the educational system (cf. Suchman, 1968) .
A seven-item Likert-type scale was developed to measure the 
student’s attitude toward the university and his satisfac­
tion with the education he receives. Students involved in 
the drug subculture were expected to be dissatisfied with 
both the university and the quality of their educational 
experience. The lower the scale score on this variable,
1 For a complete list of items used and their item- 
to-scale-score correlations for this and all subsequent 
attitude scales, see Appendix B.
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the lower the evaluation of the university they attend and 
the quality of their educational experience. The mean of 
the final seven*-item Likert-type scale is 25.14 and the 
standard deviation is 5.55.
Alienation
Although there is little convincing empirical evidence 
that links alienation to the onset of drug use, a five item 
Likert-type scale was included in this study as a measure 
of the student’s alienation from the university. General 
powerlessness is conceptualized as a general feeling of 
helplessness and the belief that one has little control over 
one’s destiny. In this study, a measure of contextual 
powerlessness, a more specific dimension of the powerless- 
.ness aspect of alienation, will be employed. This variable 
takes the university as its immediate referent and is in­
tended to reflect the student's feelings of control over 
what takes place within that setting. The lower the score 
on this variable, the lower the feelings of contextual 
powerlessness. The mean of the five-item scale is 16.12, 
and the standard deviation is 3.99.
Perception of the Harmful Effects of Drugs
It seems logical to assume that one's perception of 
the effects of drugs as harmful can be a powerful deterrent 
of actual drug use, even among those fairly well-integrated 
into other aspects of the drug subculture. Thus, the less 
one perceives drug use as harmful the greater the probability 
of use. An eight-item Likert-type scale was developed as a 
measure of this variable. The lower the score of this
variable, the lower the fear of harmful effects of drugs.
The mean of this eight-item Likert-type scale is 27.09, and 
the standard deviation is 6.90.
Priority of the Drug Subculture
The expectation is that levels of responsiveness to 
the student normative system and the behavior that is valued 
by that system will be influenced by the priority a student 
ascribes to this normative order. The priority of this 
normative order may in part be viewed as a function of the 
amount of time a student has spent at the university. When 
all factors are held constant, the expectation is that the 
greater the duration of exposure to drug-using peer group 
influences, the greater the probability of use of drugs. 
However, the relationships between duration of exposure to 
the student drug subculture, the degree of assimilation into 
this normative system and the probability of drug use, are 
quite probably curvilinear. Specifically, the impact of 
the university setting on a student's behavior, attitudes 
and values is expected to increase in proportion to the 
amount of time spent at the university, but only to the 
point at which the priority of that setting is reduced 
through anticipated movement into another status. Indeed, 
as a student approaches graduation, the priority of the sub­
cultural normative system is expected to diminish because 
the student will begin to orient himself toward the role 
into which he anticipates movement. Two operational measures
of this variable were employed. First, as a measure of the 
amount of time spent at the university information concerning
77
the number of semesters remaining until graduation was em­
ployed. Further, because the priority of the drug subcul­
ture in a student's life may be reduced through anticipa­
tory socialization into other contexts, information on each 
student's educational or occupational plans for the year 
following the collection of the data was used.
Drug Use
Two self-report measures of drug-use were used. One 
measure determined whether or not the student was using 
drugs at the time the data for this study were collected; 
the other solicited information concerning the frequency 
of drug use among those who were current users. The ration­
ale behind the use of two measures of drug behavior is sim­
ple. Just as one expects differences between users and 
non-users with respect to background characteristics and 
adherence to the drug subculture, one would also expect 
differences between those highly committed to drug use and 
those who are not. Thus, it seems justified to argue that 
the deeper a person is involved in the drug subculture the 
more frequently he will use drugs.
Mode of Analysis
The theoretical propositions stated earlier and the 
theoretical model from which they were derived both demand 
that attention be given to an examination of the adequacy 
of the direct and indirect linkages presented schematically
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in Figure 1. In addition, care must be taken to determine 
whether or not one or more of the linkages shown in Figure 
1 are spurious. Although several alternative analytical 
approaches would be appropriate for such a problem, the 
technique described by Blalock (1961, 1964) was selected 
for the research. Utilizing this technique, assessment is 
made of the adequacy of the predicted linkages of the theo­
retical model through correlation analysis. The original 
model is modified through the introduction of controls for 
antecedent and intervening influences. The strength of the 
relationships will be interpreted as follows: +0.085^ to 
+0.249, low? +0.250 to +0.499, moderate? +0.500 and above, 
strong.
While the author is fully aware of the stringent as­
sumptions with regard to level of measurement that are 
required by such an approach, recent thinking on the magni­
tude of errors that follow the violations of these assump­
tions suggest that the technique is sufficiently robust to 
overcome problems inherent in the ordinal level data that 
were used in this study (cf. Burke, 1953? Lord, 1953?
Boneau, 1960? Anderson, 1961? Baker et al., 1966? Kerlinger 
and Pedhazur, 1973).
The next chapter provides a discussion of the actual 
analysis and an interpretation of the findings of this study.
^ A correlation coefficient of below +.085 is not sig­
nificant at the .05 significance level.
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
In this chapter the viability of the theoretical pro­
positions derived from the model proposed in Chapter II are 
analyzed. The analysis is divided into three basic sections. 
First, the bivariate associations between the pertinent 
variables are presented and briefly discussed. Second, the 
multivariate examination of the model is reviewed in order 
to determine the adequacy of the direct and indirect link­
ages presented schematically in Figure 1. Finally, based 
on the results of the multivariate analysis, a revised 
model is presented and discussed.
An Overview of the Preliminary Analysis
The data indicate that 60.2 percent (N=212) of the 
sample of students (N=352)^ report having experimented with 
drugs at least once. Of those who reported drug use, 30.1 
percent (N=68) report having stopped using drugs, 62.3 per­
cent (N-132) report that they were still using drugs at the
^ There is some variation in the number of students 
who answered each item. However, this variation is minimal.
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time the data were collected, and 5.7 percent (N=12) did 
not provide information on this item. Based on information 
obtained on the frequency of current use (N=140), 27.1 per­
cent (N=38) indicate using drugs daily, 37.9 percent (N=53) 
about once a week, 19.3 percent (N=27) once or twice a 
month and 15.7 percent (N=22) used drugs less than once a 
month. Thus, if one defines regular drug use as the use 
of drugs one or more times a month, 33.5 percent (N=118) of 
the students in the sample were regular users. Further, 
of the 352 students in the sample, 20.7 percent (N=23) in­
dicated that they had only used marijuana and 37.8 percent 
(N=133) reported having used other types of drugs either 
instead of or in addition to marijuana. With regard to 
the onset of drug use, 28.4 percent of the students in the 
sample report that they first used drugs when they were 
seventeen years of age or younger.
In order to evaluate the initial degree of association
between each of the proposed predictor variables and both
2current drug use and frequency of current use, an 
2 It should be emphasized that the dependent vari­
ables in this study are current drug use and frequency of 
current use instead of simply whether the student has ever 
experimented with drugs. This means that a fairly large 
number of students who once used drugs but who have ceased 
their use are cast, in effect, as non-users in this analy­
sis. In all probability this reduces the magnitude of the 
differences between the user and non-user groups, thereby 
also minimizing the correlations obtained.
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intercorrelation matrix was computed. A summary of these 
intercorrelations is presented in Table 1.
Prior research has shown that such social background 
and demographic characteristics as the student’s sex, 
religious identification, marital status, and social class 
of origin may be considered as more or less reliable pre­
dictors of student drug use. The same background and demo­
graphic characteristics that are expected to be associated 
with the probability of drug experimentation among college 
students may also be considered to be predictors of the 
probability of drug use prior to the student’s entry into 
the university.
The zero-matrix does show that drug use prior to the
student’s entry into the university is associated with
religious identification (r = -.182) and marital status
(r = .214). Thus, single students and those who have no
religious identification have a greater likelihood of
having used drugs while in high school than married students
or students who have a religious affiliation. On the other
hand, neither sex nor social class appear to be associated
with this aspect of drug use.
%
A more surprising finding is that the prior use vari­
able is only weakly associated with current drug use and 
frequency of current drug use. Students who experimented 
with drugs prior to their entry into the university have 
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user (r = .148) and of being a frequent user (r = .165). 
Thus, the hypothesis that drug use by high school students 
can be seen as a form of anticipatory socialization to 
college life in general and the student drug subculture in 
particular is only weakly supported. Similarly, the fact 
that drug use prior to entry into the university has a low 
correlation with attitudes toward drugs (r = .163), negative 
attitudes toward education (r = .151) and negative attitudes 
toward the law (r = -.253) provides unexpectedly weak sup­
port for the predicted linkage between prior use and assimi­
lation into the drug subculture.
The zero-order correlation matrix also provides the 
necessary information to test the initial utility of the 
background variables as predictors of the probability of 
current student drug use. The matrix shows that there is 
not a significant relationship between sex and the prob­
ability of current drug use or between marital status and 
current drug use. On the other hand, there is a weak but 
significant relationship between religious identification 
and current use (r = -.128) and between social class and 
current use (r = -.120). Concerning the frequency of use, 
the matrix indicates that there is a weak relationship 
between frequency of current use and sex (r = .204), reli­
gious identification (r = -.219), marital status (r = .157), 
and social class (r = -.147). Thus, the bivariate analysis 
provides initial support for the notion that students with 
no religious identification and middle- or upper-class
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students have a greater likelihood of being both current 
and regular users than religious, lower-class students. 
Additionally, male and single students are more likely to 
be regular users than female or married students.
As was depicted in Figure 1, the background charac­
teristics may also be viewed as correlates of the student's 
receptivity to the generally liberal values, attitudes, 
and behavior valued within the drug subculture. Because 
of the operation of the mechanism of norm congruity in the 
acquisition of new reference groups, male, single, non­
religious, and middle- or upper-class students are expected 
to have a greater likelihood of becoming assimilated into 
the drug subculture than students with other background 
characteristics. Further, students who have been assimi­
lated into the drug subculture tend to have favorable atti­
tudes toward drugs, a negative evaluation of the university 
they attend and the education they receive, negative atti­
tudes toward the legal system and its enforcement agencies, 
and, finally, relatively high levels of alienation from 
the university.
Contrary to the expectations, the matrix shows that 
none of the background variables appears to be a consistent 
predictor of the probability of assimilation into the drug 
subculture. Indeed, there seems to be no significant 
association between the two most frequently reported cor­
relates of drug use, the student's social class of origin
and sex, and the four indicators of assimilation into the 
drug subculture. The student's marital status is only 
weakly related with attitudes toward drug use (r = .191) 
and with attitudes toward the law (r = -.138), but with 
neither the student's attitudes toward education nor feel­
ings of powerlessness. Thus, single students are more 
likely to have favorable attitudes toward drugs and negative 
attitudes toward the law than students with a spouse, but 
single students do not differ from their married counter­
parts in their feelings of alienation from the university 
or in their evaluation of education. The student's reli­
gious identification appears to be the most reliable pre­
dictor of assimilation into the drug subculture in that it 
has a weak to moderate relationship to all the subscription 
variables.
As was also noted previously, drug use is a central 
conduct norm of the drug subculture, and it seems to be 
reasonable to expect that students who are responsive to 
the normative tenets of the drug subculture will be very 
likely to use drugs. Indeed, the zero-order matrix seems 
to support the expectation that involvement in this liberal 
normative order is related with both current drug use and 
frequency of current drug use. Two of the subscription 
variables appear to be related to the probability of cur­
rent drug use. Students who have favorable attitudes to­
ward drugs (r = .411) and students Who have negative atti­
tudes toward the law (r = -.232) are more likely to be
current drug users than students with different attitudes. 
Moreover, all of the measures of adherence to the drug sub­
culture appear to be related to frequency of drug use. The 
most powerful predictor of frequency of use seems to be the 
student's favorable attitudes toward drugs (r = .682), fol­
lowed by negative attitudes toward the law (r = -.398), 
negative attitudes toward education (r = .203), and power­
lessness (r = -.209).
The theoretical model suggested that the priority of 
the student subculture in the life of the student is also
a predictor of drug use. The expectation that responsive­
ness to the drug subculture and behavior valued by that 
system will be influenced by the priority the student 
ascribes to this normative order is not, however, supported 
by the bivariate correlations. The priority of the drug 
subculture in the life of the student was conceptualized
as a reflection of the amount of time a student has spent
at the university. The greater the duration of exposure 
to informal university influences, the greater the prob­
ability of both involvement in the drug subculture and drug 
use. Further, since the priority of the drug subculture 
in the student's life may be reduced through anticipated 
movement into extra-university settings, a curvilinear 
relationship was expected between the number of semesters 
spent at the university and the priority of the drug
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subculture. The mtercorrelation matrix shows, however, 
that none of the subscription variables are significantly 
related to the two indicators of priority of the drug sub­
culture in the life of the students. Similarly, there seems 
to be no association between the probability of current use 
and the priority variable, but frequency of current use is 
weakly related to both measures of priority. Contrary to 
the expectations proposed in the theoretical model, students 
who expected to be undergraduates during the next year had 
a lesser probability of being regular current users of drugs 
than students who expected to be out of undergraduate school 
(r = .145) . We also observed that the groups characterized 
by a greater probability of frequent use are freshmen and 
seniors (r = .129). Although these findings appear contra­
dictory, this inconsistency is explained by noting that al­
though freshmen, sophomores, and juniors as a group are less
3 The assumption was that freshmen would ascribe a 
low priority to the informal peer culture; that there would 
be a relatively significant increase in priority of this in­
formal normative order among the sophomores and juniors; and, 
finally, that at the senior level the priority of the peer 
culture would diminish, but still be of greater salience 
than in the freshman year. Thus, a curvilinear relationship 
was expected between the number of semesters the students 
had spent in school and the priority of the peer group cul­
ture in his life. However, since the use of the Pearson 
correlation coefficient is only appropriate for linear re­
lationships, the variable, student*s year in school, had to 
be recoded in such a fashion as to transform a possible cur­
vilinear relationship into a linear one. In order to do 
this, the variable was recoded in such a way as to ascribe 
the lowest level of priority to the freshmen, followed by 
the seniors, with the sophomores and juniors supposedly 
having the highest level.
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frequent users, such a categorization of students obscures 
the relatively higher frequency of use among freshmen.
Finally, fear of the harmful effects of drugs is ex­
pected to be a powerful inhibitor of drug use, even among 
those well-integrated in the drug subculture. Indeed, the 
correlation matrix shows that there is a moderate relation­
ship between the fear of the harmful effects of drugs and 
the probability of current use (r = .375). The linkage 
between fear and the frequency of current use is consider­
ably weaker (r = .177). Furthermore, assimilation into the 
drug subculture was expected to diminish the perception of 
the use of drugs as harmful. This expectation finds initial 
support by the zero-order correlations which indicate that 
there is a strong relationship between low levels of fear 
of the harmful effect of drugs and favorable attitudes to­
ward drugs (r =.804). The other three subscription vari­
ables are also related to levels of fear, although in lesser 
degree than the attitudes toward drugs. Relatively low 
levels of fear appear to be moderately related with negative 
attitudes toward the law (r ~ -.489) and weakly associated 
with both the student1s negative attitudes toward education 
(r = .157) and contextual powerlessness (r = .189).
This initial overview of the findings of this study 
provides only partial support for the expectations derived 
from the conceptual model presented in Chapter II. Bivari- 
ate analysis is not sufficient, however, to adequately test 
the validity of the proposed theoretical model. A more
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sophisticated multivariate treatment of the relevant vari­
ables is necessary in order to examine the adequacy of the 
proposed direct and indirect linkages presented in Figure 1.
Multivariate Analysis
The theoretical model proposed in Chapter II is too 
complex to test effectively without breaking it into its 
major component parts. Indeed, the evaluation of causal 
models may be considerably simplified by breaking the total 
set of variables into more easily managed segments (Blalock, 
19 64). Since it may be useful to consider only three or 
y four causally prior variables in a given part of the analy­
sis, the multivariate treatment is divided into three seg­
ments. The first part of the analysis provides the multi­
variate treatment of the background variables, the subscrip­
tion variables, prior drug use, current drug use, and fre­
quency of current drug use. In the second segment of the 
model the relationships between the subscription variables, 
prior drug use, fear of the harmful effects of drug use, 
and the two drug use variables will be described. Finally, 
in the third segment of the model the associations between 
the subscription variables, priority of the drug subculture 
in the student*s life, and the probability of current use 
and frequent use are analyzed under controlled conditions.
Backer round Variables, Subscription Variables , Prior Use,
Current Use, Frequency of Current Use
The segment of the model to be tested in this section 
of the analysis is schematically presented in Figure 2.
Figure 2
Schematic Presentation of the Proposed 
Theoretical Linkages between Background Variables, 
Subscription Variables, Prior Use and Drug Use
X
= Background Variables X^ = Drug Use
X2 = Subscription Variables X4 - Prior Drug Use
First, we must check for the possibility of spurious­
ness in the linkages between the subscription variables and 
both current drug use and frequency of current use. In 
order to determine whether the associations between the two 
measures of drug use and the subscription variables are the 
result of their common associations with the background 
variables, the background variables were held constant. 
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of the cluster of subscription variables and current use 
when the background variables are held constant. Similarly, 
Table 3 provides a summary of the multivariate treatment of 
the associations between frequency of current use of drugs 
and the subscription variables when the background variables 
are held constant.
Table 2 suggests that neither the association between 
attitudes toward drugs and current drug use nor between at­
titudes toward the law and current drug use undergo a signi­
ficant change when the background variables are held con­
stant. This suggests that the linkages between the two 
subscription variables is genuine in the sense that it is 
not the result of the common association between the sub­
scription variables, drug use, and the antecedent background 
variables. Moreover, the fact that only two subscription 
variables, attitudes toward drugs and attitudes toward the 
law, appear to be related to the student's probability of 
current drug use attests to the relative importance of these 
two subscription variables in predicting the probability of 
current drug use. This is quite understandable if one con­
siders the fact that both attitudes toward drugs and atti­
tudes toward the legal system are much more central compo­
nents of the drug subculture than either attitudes toward 
education or feelings of contextual powerlessness.
Table 3 indicates that the initial association between 
the cluster of subscription variables and frequency of drug 
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their common association with the cluster of background 
variables since the association remains virtually .the same 
when the background variables are held constant. Although 
all of the subscription variables are related to the fre­
quency of use, it again appears that the 'Student's atti­
tudes toward drugs and his attitudes toward the legal system 
are the primary determinants of his probability of frequent 
use. However, unlike the findings with regard to current 
use, the student's attitudes toward education and his feel­
ings of contextual powerlessness are also significant though 
weak predictors of the probability of frequent drug use.
Although the student's major field of study is not an 
explicit part of the theoretical model as presented in 
Figure 1, there seems to be both sufficient empirical evi­
dence and theoretical grounds for expecting an association 
between this contextual variable and the probability of 
current drug use, frequency of current drug use, and the 
probability of assimilation into the drug subculture. As 
the zero-matrix indicates, there is no association betvzeen 
current use and major field of study, but there is a weak 
relationship (r = .142) between frequency of drug use and 
the student's major field of study. Thus, students majoring 
in the social sciences, behavioral sciences, arts, humani­
ties, or social welfare have a greater probability of be­
coming frequent users of drugs than students majoring in 
other fields. Further, the major field of study also seems 
to be associated with each of the subscription variables,
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fear of the harmful effects of drugs, and the probability 
of drug experimentation prior to entry into the university.
These associations are sufficient to warrant the inclusion 
of the student’s major field of study as a control variable 
in the multivariate analysis. As Table 2 and 3 show, how­
ever, the associations between the subscription variables 
and both current use and frequency of current use remain 
virtually unchanged when the student's major is held con­
stant. This indicates that the association between the 
different subscription variables and our two measures of 
drug use is not the result of their common association with 
the student's major field of study.
It is also possible that the association between prior 
use and both current use and frequency of current use is 
the result of their common association with the background 
variables. In order to check for the possibility of spuri­
ousness with regard to the observed association between 
prior use and both current use and frequency of use, the 
relevant background variables were held constant once again.
The relevant findings are reported in Table 2 and 3. The 
multivariate analysis justifies the conclusion that these 
associations are also not spurious. None of the associa­
tions changed significantly under controlled conditions.
Moving away from the potential spuriousness of the 
linkages, this segment of the model also makes it necessary 
to determine whether the link between the cluster of back- 
round variables and both current use and frequency of
current use is a direct one or if the real linkage operates 
indirectly through the assimilation variables. In order to 
examine the nature of the linkage between background vari­
ables and drug use and frequency of drug use, it is neces­
sary to examine the relevant relationships while holding 
the cluster of subscription variables constant.
The associations between sex and marital status on the 
one hand and drug use on the other remain insignificant 
under controlled conditions, a finding which was expected 
in light of the zero-order correlations. Likewise, the 
multivariate analysis does not point to an association 
between the student's major field of study and the prob­
ability of current use. The original relationship between 
the student's social class of origin and the probability of 
current drug use remains virtually unchanged when the sub­
scription variables are held constant. This indicates that 
there is a direct, although very weak, linkage between the 
student's social class and the probability of drug use. In 
other words, upper- and middle-class students have a greater 
probability of using drugs than lower-class students.
Further, when attitudes toward drugs and attitudes to­
ward the law are controlled, the original correlation between 
religious identification and the probability of drug use 
becomes insignificant, indicating that this association is 
quite probably an indirect one, mediated by both attitudes 
toward the law and attitudes toward drugs. The two other 
subscription variables seem to have only a very minor effect
100
on the association between religious identification and 
drug use. What might appear to be an inconsistency in the 
influence exerted by the cluster of subscription variables 
may be interpreted in light of our previous findings con­
cerning the relative importance of the student's attitudes 
toward drugs and his attitudes toward the law in the deter­
mination of the probability of drug use as compared with 
the significantly lower predictive utility of both the 
student's attitudes toward education and his feelings of 
contextual powerlessness. Indeed, it seems easy to compre­
hend that both the student's attitudes toward drugs and his 
attitudes toward the legal system are much more central 
components of the drug subculture than the two other sub­
scription variables. Assuming that this is true, the multi­
variate analysis seems to warrant the conclusion that the 
association between religious identification and probability 
of student drug use is an indirect one in which the student's 
attitudes toward both the law and drugs function as inter­
vening variables. In other words, students without a reli­
gious affiliation have a greater likelihood of having more 
favorable attitudes toward drugs and more negative attitudes 
toward the legal system and are, therefore, more likely to 
use drugs than their counterparts who do have a religious 
identification. However, as Table 4 shows, the original 
association between religious identification and current 
drug use also disappears when the prior drug use variable 
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following fashion: nonreligous or religiously unorthodox 
students are more likely to have experimented with drugs 
prior to their entry into the university and such students 
tend to have, in addition, more positive attitudes toward 
drugs and more negative attitudes toward the legal system. 
Consequently, they have a greater likelihood of using drugs 
while at the university.
Table 5 provides information concerning frequency of 
use and the cluster of background variables. First, the 
association between sex and the frequency of use changes 
only slightly when the subscription variables are held con­
stant. The association between sex and frequency of use 
undergoes a somewhat greater change when the variable prior 
drug use is controlled, but, since the correlation does 
not approach zero, it seems safe to conclude that the link 
between sex and frequency of use is direct.
The association between frequency of use and religious 
identification undergoes only a minor change when prior use 
is not allowed to vary, thus indicating that the link be­
tween religious identification and frequency of use does 
not operate through the prior use variable. The associa­
tion between frequency of use and religious identification 
approaches zero, however, when the cluster of subscription 
variables is held constant. More specifically, two sub­
scription variables, attitudes toward drugs and attitudes 
toward the law, appear to zero out the original relation­
ship between religious identification and frequency of use.
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This indicates that religious identification is associated 
with frequency of drug use through these two subscription 
variables. Thus, students without a religous identification 
or students who are religiously unorthodox tend to have 
more favorable attitudes toward drugs and more negative at­
titudes toward the legal system and to use drugs more fre­
quently than students with an orthodox religious identifi­
cation.
Furthermore, the association between the student's 
marital status and frequency of drug use approaches the 
level of nonsignificance when attitudes toward the law and 
attitudes toward drugs are held constant. Likewise, the 
original relationship becomes insignificant when the antece­
dent prior drug use variable is held constant. This seems 
to indicate that the link between marital status and fre­
quency of use operates indirectly through prior drug use 
and the two subscription variables. In other words, single 
students have a greater likelihood of having used drugs 
prior to their entry into the university and tend to have, 
consequently, more favorable attitudes toward drugs and 
more negative attitudes toward the law. Thus, they are 
more likely to be frequent drug users.
The association between social class and frequency 
undergoes only minor changes when the subscription variables 
are held constant. When prior drug use is controlled, how­
ever, the original association between social class and 
frequency of drug use reaches the level of insignificance,
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a finding which cannot be interpreted as pointing to prior 
drug use as an intervening variable between social class 
and frequency of use since social class is not correlated 
with prior drug use. Therefore, it seems reasonable to 
conclude that the link between social class and frequency 
of use is a direct one.
The original association between the student's major 
field of study and frequency of drug use approaches zero 
when the antecedent prior use variable is held constant.
This implies that the link between frequency of use and 
the student's major is the result of their common associa­
tion with prior drug use and the linkage, therefore, is a 
spurious one. The original association between frequency 
of use and major also becomes nonsignificant when the clus­
ter of subscription variables is held constant. More speci­
fically, it appears that attitudes toward the law and atti­
tudes toward the use of drugs here again function as inter­
vening variables between major field of study and frequency 
of drug use. Thus, students who have used drugs prior to 
their entry into the university tend to have more liberal 
attitudes toward drug use and the legal system and also 
tend to select a "liberal" major.
Finally, we must determine whether the background vari­
ables and the subscription variables are directly associated 
or if the real connection is through the student's drug use 
prior to his entry into the university. Table 6 gives an 
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finding is that the original noncorrelation between sex 
and feelings of contextual powerlessness and attitudes to­
ward the law become significant when prior drug use is held 
constant. Following Rosenberg (1968), it seems that the 
control variable prior drug use in this case may be inter­
preted as a suppressor variable. A suppressor variable is 
one which weakens a relationship and conceals its true 
strength. In some cases, it may weaken the relationship 
to the point of causing its complete disappearance, which 
appear to have been the case here.' In other words, the 
student*s prior use intercedes to cancel out a true rela­
tionship between the student*s sex and the student’s atti­
tudes toward the law and feelings of contextual powerless­
ness.
Further, the associations between religious identifica­
tion and the student's attitudes toward education and feel­
ings of powerlessness become insignificant when prior use 
is not allowed to vary. This points to the possibility of 
an indirect link between the student's religious affilia­
tions and his attitudes toward education and feelings of 
powerlessness through prior drug use. In other words, non­
religious or religiously unorthodox students have a greater 
probability of prior drug use and, hence, have more negative 
attitudes toward education and feel more alienated.
The link between the student's marital status and atti­
tudes toward drugs and the law appears to be indirect. That
110
is, single students have a greater probability of having 
used drugs before entering the university and have, there­
fore, more: favorable attitudes toward drugs and more nega­
tive attitudes toward the law, as was already concluded 
previously when the findings presented in Table 5 were 
discussed-
The association between the student's major field of 
study and his attitudes toward drugs appears to be a spuri­
ous one, as the association between the variables approaches 
zero when prior use is held constant. Thus, both attitudes 
toward drugs and the selection of the major field of study 
appear to be related to the antecedent prior use variable. 
These findings indicate that students who have experimented 
with drugs before entering the university tend to have more 
favorable attitudes toward drugs and more negative attitudes 
toward the legal system and, in addition, tend to select 
the behavioral sciences, social sciences, arts, humanities 
or social welfare as their major field of study.
Subscription Variables, Fear, Prior Use, Current Use, 
Frequency of Current Use
The part of the model to be tested in this section 
of the analysis can be presented schematically as follows:
Ill
Figure 3
Schematic Presentation of the Proposed Theoretical 
Linkages between Subscription Variables,
Fear, Prior Use and Drug Use
X2 “ Subscription Variables X4 = Prior Drug Use
X3 = Drug Use X^ = Fear of the Harmful
Effect of Drugs
First, the nature of the linkage between prior use and 
both current use and frequency of current use will be in­
vestigated. The question to be answered in whether there 
is a direct link between prior drug use and both current 
use and frequency of drug use or if the real connection 
operates through either the subscription variables or per­
ception of the harmful effects of drugs. In order to deter­
mine the nature of the linkage between drug use, frequency 
of drug use and prior drug use, the associations between 
these variables will be examined when the subscription vari­
ables and the fear variable are held constant.
Table 7 presents an overview of the association between 
























































































































controlled conditions. With respect to the weak original 
association between current use and prior use, this corre­
lation approaches zero when the fear variable is held con­
stant. This indicates that the weak linkage between cur­
rent drug use and prior use may be effectively blocked by 
the fear of the harmful effects of drugs. However, the 
association also approaches zero when both attitudes toward 
drugs and attitudes toward the legal system are not allowed 
to vary. The conclusion seems to be that the association 
between prior use and current use is only indirect.
The association between frequency of use and prior 
drug use remains virtually unchanged when fear is controlled. 
However, when the subscription variables are held constant, 
the original association between frequency and prior drug 
use approaches zero, thus indicating again that attitudes 
toward drugs mediate the association between frequency and 
prior use.
We must ask whether the association between the cluster 
of subscription variables and the use variables is a direct 
one or if this linkage can be blocked by the fear of drugs?
If the linkage is indirect, the original associations be­
tween use, frequency of use, and the subscription variables 
should approach zero when the fear variable is held constant. 
Table 8 provides the relevant multivariate findings. With 
respect to the association between attitudes toward drugs 
and attitudes toward the law, the student’s perception of 
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Indeed, the association between the student's attitudes 
toward drugs and the probability of drug use decreases sig­
nificantly when fear is held constant. Additionally, the 
association between the student's negative attitudes toward 
the law and use approach zero when fear is not allowed to 
vary. This would imply that the association between atti­
tudes toward drugs and current drug use is partly direct, 
but also partly mediated by the student's fear of the harm­
ful effects of drugs as an intervening variable. The as­
sociation between attitudes toward the law and current use 
appears to be completely indirect through levels of fear. 
Thus, students who have favorable attitudes toward drugs 
and negative attitudes toward the law are more likely to 
have a low perception of the harmful effects of drugs and 
are, therefore, more likely to use drugs.
Similarly, the original association between frequency 
of use and the subscription variables decreases significant­
ly when the levels of fear are held constant. The associa­
tion between frequency and attitudes toward drugs remains 
significant when fear is held constant, but the associations 
between the three other subscription variables and frequency 
of use all approach zero. Therefore, one can conclude that 
the association between attitudes toward drugs and frequency 
of drug use is both direct and indirect through levels of 
fear while the other three subscription variables and fre­
quency of drug use are only indirectly related through 
levels of fear. In other words, students who have favorable
116
attitudes toward drugs, negative attitudes toward education, 
feelings of contextual powerlessness, and negative attitudes 
toward the law are more likely to have a low fear of the 
harmful effects of drugs, and are, therefore, more likely 
to be frequent users of drugs.
It is also possible that the link between prior use 
and fear is an indirect one, the subscription variables 
serving as intervening variables. If this were true, then 
the association between fear and prior use should approach 
zero when the cluster of subscription variables is held 
constant. As Table 9 shows, the association between prior 
use and fear becomes insignificant when attitudes toward 
drugs and attitudes toward the legal system are held con­
stant. This indicates that the link between prior use and 
fear operates indirectly through both attitudes toward 
drugs and toward the law. We may conclude that students 
who have used drugs prior to their entry into the university 
are more likely to have favorable attitudes toward drugs 
and negative attitudes toward the law, both of which are 
factors that result in lower perceptions of the harmful 
effects of drugs.
S Ubscription Variables, Priority of the Drug Subculture, 
Current Use, Frequency of Current Use
The last aspect of the model to be analyzed can be 
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Schematic Presentation of the Proposed Theoretical 
Linkages between Subscription Variables, 
Priority, and Drug Use
X
X 2 = Subscription Variables Xfi = Priority of the Drug
Subculture
X 3 = Drug Use
Partial correlations are necessary to determine whether 
the link between the priority of the drug subculture and 
current use, although not related in the zero-order corre­
lation matrix, may be suppressed by the cluster of subscrip­
tion variables. Similarly, multivariate analysis is neces­
sary to test whether the weak observed relationships between 
our two indicators of priority, number of semesters spent 
at the university and plans for the following year, and 
frequency of drug use are direct or whether the true link­
ages are indirect ones which operate through levels of as­
similation into the drug subculture.
Table 10 gives an overview of the association between 
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subscription variables is held constant. As was expected 
in light of the insignificant correlations presented in the 
zero-order matrix/ neither of the two indicators of the 
priority of the subculture in the student's life are as^ 
sociated with the probability of current use when the sub­
scription variables are introduced as control variables. 
Therefore/ the proposed associations between the student's 
year at the university, his plans for the following year, 
and the probability of current drug use are not supported.
However, as the zero-order correlation matrix indicated, 
there was a weak but significant association between both 
our measures of priority and frequency of drug use. The 
association between frequency of use and the student's plans 
for the following year changes slightly when the subscrip- , 
tion variables are held constant. More specifically, the 
introduction of attitudes toward the law and attitudes 
toward education increases the association between frequency 
and plans. It is important to emphasize, however, that the 
weak relationship between this measure of priority and 
frequency of drug use is contrary to the expectation that 
students who intended to be in undergraduate school the 
year following the collection of the data would be more 
frequent users. To the contrary, it appears that students 
who plan to leave undergraduate school the next year, either 
to go on to graduate school, to take a teaching job, or to 
do something else, have a greater probability of being a 
frequent user. The association between the student's year
122
in school and frequency of current drug use also approaches 
zero when the subscription variables are held constant. 
However, the association here was also contrary to the 
expectation that freshmen and seniors would have a lower 
frequency of drug use than juniors and sophomores. Still, 
the associations noted are so weak that the only plausible 
interpretation is that the expected effect of priority was 
not supported by the findings.
Review of the Findings
The multivariate analysis very clearly points out the 
necessity of making revisions in the proposed model. First, 
the findings with respect to the first dependent variable 
probability of current drug use, will be summarized and 
presented schematically in a revised model. The same will 
be done with respect to the other dependent variable, fre­
quency of current use.
In the theoretical model, both a direct and an indirect 
link was proposed between the cluster of background variables 
and the probability of current drug use. Only one of the 
background variables included in the theoretical model, 
social class, seems to be directly related to the probability 
of current use. Sex appears to be neither directly nor in­
directly related with current drug use. The student’s mari­
tal status, however, although not related to the probability
122
of current use, appears to be associated with the probability 
of prior drug use and with the two subscription variables, 
attitudes toward the law and attitudes toward drugs. The 
student's religious identification was shown to be only 
indirectly related with the probability of drug use, both 
through the prior use variable and through all of the sub­
scription variables. Attitudes toward the legal system 
and attitudes toward drugs appeared to be consistently re­
lated with the probability of current use, while both power­
lessness and attitudes toward education seem to have vir­
tually no predictive utility at all with respect to the 
probability of current use. Furthermore, the link between 
prior use and current use is not a direct one, but was 
shown to be an indirect association that is mediated by 
attitudes toward drugs and attitudes toward the law. In 
addition, the association between the subscription variables 
and the probability of current use is partly direct and 
partly indirect, the student's perception of the harmful 
effects of drugs functioning as the intervening variable. 
Similarly, the link between prior use and fear of the harm­
ful effects of drugs is not direct, with attitudes toward 
drugs and attitudes toward the law functioning as inter­
vening variables. Finally, the expected affect of priority 
of the drug subculture on the probability of current drug 
use was not supported by the findings.
Thus, the analysis clearly demonstrated that a revi­
sion of the original theoretical model is appropriate.
123
Figure 5 depicts the revised linkages. The implications of 
these findings will be reviewed.in the next chapter.
Figure 5
Schematic Presentation of the Theoretical Linkages 
between the Determinants of Current Drug Use by College 
Students with the Revisions as Indicated 
in the Multivariate Analysis
Xj = Background Variables X 4 = Prior Drug Use
X2 = Subscription Variables X5 — Fear of the Harmful
Effects of Drugs
X 3 = Current Drug Use
Concerning the determinants of the frequency of cur­
rent drug use among college students, the multivariate 
analysis showed a direct although weak linkage between the 
frequency of drug use and both the student*s sex and social 
class of origin. The student's religious affiliation was 
shown to be only indirectly related with frequency of drug 
use through the two main subscription variables, attitudes
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toward drugs and attitudes toward the law. Similarly, the 
association between the marital status of the student and 
the frequency of drug use was mediated through these two 
subscription variables. In addition, however, the prior 
drug use variable appeared to be an intervening variable in 
the linkage between the student’s marital status and the 
frequency of drug use* Furthermore, all the subscription 
variables were significantly associated with the frequency 
of drug use, thereby supporting the validity of the subcul­
tural approach of student drug use. The link between prior 
use and frequency of use was shown to be mediated by the ' 
student’s attitudes toward drugs. The association between 
-attitudes toward drugs and frequency of drug use is partly 
direct and partly indirect through levels of fear. Addi­
tionally, the other three subscription variables appear to 
be only indirectly associated with frequency of use through 
the perception of the harmful effects of drugs as the in­
tervening variable. The multivariate analysis showed also 
that there was a weak but significant association between 
priority of the peer culture in the student’s life and 
both frequency of current drug use and assimilation into 
the drug subculture. However, the direction of the associ­
ation was contrary to our expectations. Nevertheless, 
since the analysis showed that a relationship exists be- 
ween priority and both frequency of current use and assimi­
lation into the drug subculture, it seems appropriate to 
retain the linkages between these three, variables in our
theoretical model.
Thus, the analysis demonstrates again that a revision 
of the original theoretical model with respect to the deter 
minants of the frequency of current drug use is necessary. 
Figure 6 depicts the revised linkages.
Figure 6
Schematic Presentation of the Theoretical Linkages 
between the Determinants of Frequency of Current 
Drug Use by College Students with the Revision as 
Indicated in the Multivariate Analysis
Xi = Background Variables X_ = Fear of the Harmful
Effects of Drugs
X2 = Subscription Variables
Xfi = Priority of the Drug 
X^ = Frequency of Current Use Subculture
X^ '== Prior Drug Use
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The intent of this study was to test the validity of 
a theoretical interpretation of the determinants of the use 
of non-medical drugs by college students. The findings 
support the notion that the student*s involvement in a 
"drug subculture” is the major predictor of drug use among 
college students. The purpose of this chapter is to pro­
vide a review of these findings and to discuss their impli­
cations for the explanation of drug use among college stu­
dents .
Review of the Theoretical Considerations
The continuing sharp rise of drug use by college stu­
dents has become the focus of a voluminous amount of re­
search. Research on the determinants of student drug use 
has investigated numerous alledged correlates of drug use 
among students. Personality variables, social background 
and demographic variables, and contextual variables directly 
related to the university setting have been suggested as 
predictors of drug use.
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The examination of previous research that was presented 
in the first chapter indicated that the most consistent and 
powerful predictor of student drug.use appears to be the 
student*s involvement in a "drug subculture,” a generally 
liberal normative order that is supportive of drug use and 
that is characteristic of many contemporary university set­
tings. The use of drugs is a central conduct norm of this 
subculture, but it is also assumed to include a wide range 
of other nonconformist educational, political, and social 
values as well as related behavior that is indicative of a 
rejection of the established order. The main thesis of 
adherents to the subcultural interpretation of student drug 
use is that drug experimentation among students can be ex­
plained by reference to the student's involvement in a 
drug-using peer group.
The general quality of the analyses on drug use which 
have been reported have suffered greatly through the lack 
of attention which has been shown to careful multivariate 
treatment of the available data. In addition to this 
methodological defect, student drug use research is also 
characterized by a lack of theoretical coherency and in­
tegration. The subcultural approach to student drug use, 
however, is stated in a more or less coherent set of related 
theoretical concepts, and this makes it a sound basis for 
the construction of a testable theoretical model on the 
determinants of drug use. ' In other words, the subcultural
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approach provides us with a relatively coherent conceptual 
framework within which the accumulation of previous incon­
sistent empirical findings can be integrated. The central 
focus of this research was, therefore, the development of 
a testable theoretical model of the determinants and con­
sequences of both the student's assimilation into the drug 
subculture and his involvement with drugs.
The theoretical model predicted several possible medi­
ating factors which might either inhibit or promote assimi­
lation into the drug subculture, involvement in drug use, 
or both. First, experiences prior to entry into the univer­
sity was expected to mediate responses to student life.
Apart from social background and demographic characteristics, 
still other sets of variables which might contribute to the 
shaping of the student's values, norms, attitudes and be­
havior were included in the theoretical framework. These 
included drug use prior to entry into the university, the 
student's fear of the harmful effects of drugs, and the 
priority of the drug subculture in the student's life.
In order to subject the conceptual model outlined in 
Chapter II to an appropriate operational test, a question­
naire designed to obtain information concerning drug use 
among students was administered to a random sample of under­
graduate classes (N-361) in a relatively large (18,000 stu­
dents) urban university in the Southeastern United States 
during the Spring of 1973, Of the initial pool of students, 
352 were utilized in the analysis of the several propositions
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derived from the theoretical orientations developed in 
Chapter II.
Major Findings of this Research
Only one of the background variables included in the 
theoretical model, social class of origin, is directly re­
lated to the probability of current use. Sex appears to 
be neither directly nor indirectly related with current 
drug use. The student’s marital status, although not re­
lated to the probability of current use, is associated with 
both the probability of prior drug use and with the two 
subscription variables, attitudes toward the law and atti­
tudes toward drugs. The student’s religious identification 
was shown to be indirectly related with the probability of 
drug use through both the prior use variable and all of the 
subscription variables* Attitudes toward the legal system 
and attitudes toward drugs appeared to be consistently re­
lated with the probability of current use, but powerlessness 
and attitudes toward education have virtually no predictive 
utility with respect to the probability of current use. 
Further, the link between prior use and current use is 
mediated by attitudes toward drugs and attitudes toward the 
law. In addition, the association between the subscription 
variables and the probability of current use is both direct 
and partly indirect, the student’s perception of the harm­
ful effects of drugs functioning as the intervening variable.
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Similarly, the link between prior use and fear of the 
harmful effect of drugs is not direct, attitudes toward 
drugs and attitudes toward the law functioning as inter­
vening variables. Finally, the expected affect of priority 
of the drug subculture on the probability of current drug 
use was not supported by the findings.
Concerning the determinants of the frequency of cur­
rent drug use among college students, the multivariate 
analysis showed a direct though weak linkage between the 
frequency of drug use and both the student*s sex and social 
class of origin. The student's religious affiliation was 
shown to be only indirectly related with frequency of drug 
use through the two main subscription variables, attitudes 
toward drugs and attitudes toward the law. Similarly, the 
association between the marital status of the student and 
the frequency of drug use was mediated by these two sub­
scription variables. In addition, however, the prior drug 
use variable appeared to be an intervening variable in the 
linkage between the student’s marital status and the fre­
quency of drug use. Furthermore, all the subscription 
variables were significantly associated with the frequency 
of drug use, thereby supporting the validity of the subcul­
tural approach of student drug use. The link between prior 
use and frequency of use was shown to be mediated by the 
student's attitudes toward drugs. The association between 
attitudes toward drugs and frequency of drug use operates 
both directly and indirectly through levels of fear.
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Additionally, the other three subscription variables appear 
to be only indirectly associated with frequency of use 
through the perception of the harmful effects of drugs as 
the intervening variable. The multivariate analysis showed 
also that there was a weak but significant association be­
tween priority of the peer culture in the student’s life 
and both frequency of current.drug use and assimilation in­
to the drug subculture. However, the direction of the as­
sociation was contrary to our expectations. Nevertheless, 
since the analysis showed that a relationship exists be­
tween priority and both frequency of current use and assimi­
lation into the drug subculture, it seems appropriate to 
retain the linkages between these three variables in our 
theoretical model.
Although attitudes toward drugs and the law and percep­
tion of harmful effects of drugs appeared to be the main 
predictors of actual drug use, we found weak but significant 
association between the student’s marital status, religious 
identification, and prior drug use on the one hand and the 
probability of subscription to the tenets of the drug sub­
culture and drug use on the other. Although the observed 
relationships were very weak, still the findings seem to 
provide some support for the notion that drug-using groups 
tend to selectively recruit those incoming students who, 
due to their pre-university socialization experiences, are 
more likely to adhere to the general liberal tenets of the 
drug subculture. For example, if it is true that lack of
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religious identification may be seen as indicative of the 
student's more general rejection of traditional, established 
ways of thinking and behaving, then it is understandable 
that students without a religious affiliation were slightly 
more likely to become involved in such nontraditional be­
havior as drug use- Although religious identification was 
considered to be a causally prior variable in the theoretical 
model, there is an absence of clarity with respect to the 
time order of this variable. It seems quite well possible 
that the student's self-description as nonreligious is a 
result rather than a determinant of his probability of as­
similation into the drug subculture. Futhermore, the fact 
that single students appeared to have a somewhat greater 
likelihood of becoming involved in what we called a "drug 
subculture" may be interpreted in light of the fact that 
married students become, merely through their marriage, 
members of the established order themselves, and they will, 
therefore, be less likely to exhibit such anti-traditional 
behavior as using drugs. Finally, the observation that 
students who have used drugs prior to their entry into the 
university appear to have a slightly greater likelihood of 
using drugs after their entry into the university seems to 
provide some support for the interpretation of drug use by 
high schoo]. students as a form of anticipatory socializa­
tion to college life in general and the drug-using subcul­
ture in particular.
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Although the background characteristics of the students 
and whether or not he has used drugs prior to his entry into 
the university seemed to have some impact on the probability 
of drug use among college students, this study very clearly 
indicates that the primary determinants of drug use are the 
student's attitudes toward drugs and the law and his per­
ception of the harmful effects of drugs rather than his 
background characteristics or his prior drug use. Students 
who use drugs tend to share values regarding drug-using be­
havior. These attitudes are not determined by pre-univer­
sity experiences, but seem to be the result of socializa­
tion of the student by his fellow students after his entry 
into the university. These findings on the impact of the 
immediate university setting on the students values, atti­
tudes and behavior may be interpreted as follows. Students 
entering college may be considered to be a more or less 
homogeneous category in some respects, regardless of their 
initial differences in background characteristics and 
personality traits. Indeed, the university has been shown 
to function as a screening mechanism to attract students 
with more or less similar attitudes and values. Since 
involvement in a peer group tends to begin on basis of more 
or less consensual attitudes, the foundation for the stu­
dent's engagement in a new normative order subsequent to 
his entry into the university is there. Moreover, students 
are relatively isolated from sources of reinforcement out­
side the immediate university setting which gives this
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setting a great saliency in the process of shaping the stu­
dent's behavior and values. Taking these two factors into 
consideration, as well as the fact that many contemporary 
universities are characterized by the presence of a drug 
subculture, it seems quite likely that a student will choose 
this liberal order as his new frame of reference. This 
study very clearly supports the notion that sources of 
reinforcement linked to the immediate university setting 
tend to override the initial differences between students 
with respect to their background characteristics and pre- 
university experiences.
The main attitudinal determinants of actual drug use 
appeared to be the student's perception of the harmful ef­
fects of drugs, his attitudes toward drug use and his atti­
tudes toward the law. This finding may be interpreted in 
light of the fact that all three of these attitudes are 
directly concerned with the actual drug-using behavior. 
Indeed, assuming that attitudes and actual behavior are 
closely related with each other, it seems logical that 
students who consider drugs as favorable will be more likely 
to use drugs than students who think unfavorably of this 
behavior. Likewise, a student who does not perceive drug 
use as harmful will be more likely to engage in this be­
havior than his fellow student who fears the effects of 
drugs - all other things being equal. The fact that atti­
tudes toward the law are also strongly related to drug use 
may be explained in similar fashion: if attitudes are
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related to actual behavior it seems plausible to expect 
that people who respect the law are not as likely to engage 
in such law-violating behavior as drug use than students 
who have negative attitudes toward the law.
The causal sequence in the association between favor­
able attitudes toward drug use, negative attitudes toward 
the law, low perception of the harmful effects of drugs, 
and actual drug use is problematic. Which came first: the 
attitudes supportive of drug use or the actual experimenta­
tion with drugs? It seems plausible to assume that stu­
dents who experimented with drugs tend to change their 
attitudes with respect to this behavior in order to resolve 
the problems of cognitive dissonnance resulting from be­
havior that is contrary to attitudes. Furthermore, since 
drug use has been shown in previous research to be primarily 
a group activity, it seems plausible that participation in 
a drug-using group tend to create and reinforce consensual 
attitudes with respect to drug use, the activity central 
to participation in this group.
Although this study supports the notion that students 
who use drugs tend to share attitudes with respect to this 
behavior and in this sense form a subculture, the findings 
do not seem to warrant the conclusion that drug use is 
necessarily related with involvement in a much broader 
general liberal normative order. Indeed, it was shown that 
our two other indicators of adherence to the drug subcul­
ture, negative attitudes toward education and feelings of
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contextual powerlessness, were not related to actual cur­
rent drug use. This seems to indicate that - although 
drug-using students may share similar attitudes with respect 
to their drug using behavior - their attitudes with respect 
to issues not directly related with drug use are n#t-necos5* 
sarily similar. However, our findings concerning the atti­
tudinal components of another aspect of drug use, frequency 
of drug use, seem to provide some indirect support for the 
notion that drug frequency of use may be related to involve­
ment in a broader normative order. Frequent drug users 
were not only characterized by favorable attitudes toward 
drugs, low fear of the harmful effects of drugs, and nega­
tive attitudes toward the law, but also - although in lesser 
degree - with negative attitudes toward education and feel­
ings of contextual powerlessness.
This seems to imply that frequent drug users indeed 
tend to share similar, attitudes with respect to a broader 
range of issues instead of their consensus being restricted 
to attitudes with respect to drugs. Therefore, it appears 
that there are indeed degrees of involvement in the drug 
subculture in the sense that frequent users tend to have 
stronger attitudes toward issues directly related with drug 
use and share similar attitudes with respect to non-drug 
related issues. Thus, it is the frequent users rather than 
the occasional users who tend to share values and attitudes 
with respect to a broad range of social, political and 
educational values and in this sense form a drug subculture.
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The occasional drug user appears to be part of this drug 
subculture only in the most marginal sense that he shares 
attitudes with respect to drugs with other drug-using 
students.
Summary and Conclusions
The multivariate analysis of the data seemed to sup­
port the main thesis of this study that drug use among 
college students may primarily be viewed as a subcultural 
phenomenon in the sense that drug-using students tend to 
share values and attitudes that are directly concerned 
with their drug-using behavior. The main determinants of 
current drug use and frequency of current drug use appeared 
to be the student1s attitudes toward drugs and toward the 
law on the one hand and his perception of the harmful 
effects of drugs on the other. Moreover, it was found that 
external reinforcers linked to the immediate university 
setting are much more significant in shaping the student’s 
attitudes with respect to drugs and drug use than his social 
background and demographic characteristics or the student’s 
drug use prior to his entry into the university. The fact 
that drug use appears to be related to involvement in a 
particular normative order does not necessarily imply, how­
ever, that drug-using students are also participants in 
social relationships with other drug users. Indeed, this 
study limited itself to the normative aspect of student
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drug use and was not concerned with the interactional im­
plications of these shared attitudes. Of course, it seems 
plausible to assume that students who spend much of their 
time together in a relatively isolated environment and who 
share certain attitudes and exhibit similar behavior are 
quite likely to be in actual interaction with each other. 
Unfortunately, the data of this study do not allow any 
conclusions about this behavioral aspect of the drug 
subculture.
From the indications of this study, it seems worth­
while to suggest that subsequent research on student drug 
use be more attentive to the behavioral aspects of student 
drug use. More specifically, the interactional implications 
of shared attitudes should be focused upon in future re­
search on the determinants and consequences of drug use by 
college students.
APPENDIX A 
Questionnaire Employed in this Research
GENERAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Directions: General information for completing the survey.
Mark all answers by circling the correct num­
ber for each item or by filling in the appro­
priate blanks.
1. Sex: 1 - Male 2. Ethnicity1 • 1 - White
2 - Female 2 - Black
3 - Oriental
3. Religion: 1 - Protestant 4. Marital 1 - Single
2 - Catholic Status: 2 - Married
3 - Jewish 3 - Divorced
4 - Other 4 - Widowed
5 - None 5 - Separated
5. Age: 1 - 18 and under 6 . Classi­ 1 - Freshman
2 - 19 - 20 fication: 2 - Sophomore
3 - 21 - 22 3 - Junior
4 - 23 - 24 4 - Senior
5 - 25 - 26 5 - Graduate
6 - 27 and over 6 - Special
7. Major: 1 - Humanities (History, English, Languages, etc.)
2 - Behavioral Sciences
3 - Natural Sciences
4 - Art (Art & Drama)
5 - Social Welfare (Welfare, Recreation, etc.)
6 - Education
7 - Business
8 - Other (Please specify)  ______ _
8. What do you expect to be doing next year?
1 - Uncertain
2 - Undergraduate student
3 - Graduate or professional school
4 - Teaching
5 - Government work or Business
6 - Other (Please specify) _____________ _________
9. How far do you plan to go in school?
1 - less than undergraduate (certificate)
2 - undergraduate (B.A. B.S.)
3 - Graduate (M.A. M.S.)
4 - Ph.D.
5 - Law, Medicine
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10. How many more semesters do you
expect to be in school? . ' . : : . :
11. What Is your father’s occupation? (Please be as speci­
fic as you can.) _________       ' ____
12. Father’s education: 1 - Less than high school
2 - Completed high school
3 - Some college work
4 - Completed college
5 - Graduate work
6 - Advanced degree
Instructions: Read each of the following statements and
then answer them as follows:
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
agree agree agree nor disagree disagree
disagree
Indicate your opinion by circling the appropriate number,
1- if you strongly agree, 2- if you mildly agree, 3- if 
you neither agree nor disagree, 4- mildly disagree, and 
5- if you strongly disagree.
There are no right or wrong answers, so answer the state­
ments according to your own opinions. It. is very important 
that all questions be answered. Many statements'will seem 
alike, but all are necessary to show slight differences of 
opinion. Take your time, but don’t spend too much time on 
any one question.
AGREE—  DISAGREE—
Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
13. Any drug which has no 
addictive property 
should be legalized.. 1
14. Though it is our duty 
to obey all laws, we 
can try to have them 
changed. ........   1
15. This university pro­
vides a sound educa­
tion for those who 
apply themselves... 1
16. People in this coun­
try overestimate the 





Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
17. I don't feel like 
I have any control 
at all over the way 
this university op­
erates. .O .......... .
18. The vast majority 
of the drugs peo­
ple do around here 
are pretty safe...
19. Some political cor­
ruption is a neces­
sary evil of gov-” 
erment. ....
20. It is difficult to 
break the lav/ and 
keep one's self- 
respect.  ....
21. Drug use leads peo­
ple to engage in 
criminal behavior.
22. I'm really fright­
ened by the physi­
cal and psycholog­
ical damage that 
drugs can do.....
23. Whether one likes 
it or not, chance 
plays an awfully 
large part in 
world events....
24. I can think of 
very little to 




25. I think people are 
beginning to real­
ize how unimpor­











Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
Students here have 
an important influ­
ence on university 
policy. ....... 1
There's very little 
that.persons like 
myself can do to 
improve world opin­
ion of the United 
States............. 1
The individual who 
refuses to obey the 
law is a menace to 
civilization....... 1
It is only wishful 
thinking to believe 
that one can really 
influence what hap­
pens in society at 
large   1
Many drugs allow 
the user to gain 
insight into his 
own personality 
and, on a broader 
scale, an under­
standing of the 
problems of others 1
The international 
situation is so 
complex that it 
just confuses a 
person to think 
about it.  ....  1
People who want to 
get ahead should 
go as far in school 
as they possibly 
can.......    1
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AGREE—  DISAGREE—
Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
33. The people who run 
this university 
don't appear to be 
very interested in 
the quality of our 
e d u c a t i o n 1
34. The faculty and ad-" 
ministrators here 
don't really care 
what happens to stu
dents .....  1
35. Most of the drugs 
people do around 
here are no more 
dangerous than 
driving a car....... 1
36. There's very little 
we can do to keep 
prices from going 
higher............. 1
37. The harmful effects 
of drugs are far 
greater than most 
people realize..... 1
38. No man can violate 
the law and be my 
friend............ 1
39. Emotionally mature 
people from good 
homes know better 
than to use illegal 
drugs.............  1
40. Earning a college 
degree is one of 
the most important 
things that a per­
son can do......    1
41. As long as you're 
carefulp most 
drugs are not 
really harmful.... 1
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
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AGREE—  DISAGREE—
Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
42. This world is run 
by the few people 
in power, and there 
is not much the 
little guy can do 
about it. ...... 1
43. The law is for the 
poor to obey and 
for the rich to 
ignore............  1
44. People seldom engage 
in behavior while 
taking drugs that 
they wouldn1t engage 
in when not under 
the influence of 
drugs.  ......   1
45. In my opinion this 
is strictly a third- 
rate school....... 1
46. Higher education in 
this country is sim­
ply not doing what 
it was intended to
do______    1
47. Regardless of the 
effects of various 
drugs, the fact 
that drug use is 
illegal should keep 
people from using 
drugs    1
48. The law is rotten
to the core....... 1
49. I don't really feel 
like students are 
very important to 
those in charge of 
running this uni­
versity. . ......... 1
50. Men are not all 
equal before the 
law.  ......   1
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Strongly
51. Wars between coun­
tries seem inevita­
ble despite the ef­
forts of men to 
prevent them....... 1
52. Drugs should only 
be used in the 
course of treating
a medical problem.. 1
53. Taking drugs with­
out a prescription 
is too dangerous to 
bother with......    1
54. Laws are so often 
made for the bene­
fit of small self­
ish groups that a 
man cannot respect 
the law.  ....... 1
55. There's little use 
for me to vote, 
since one vote 
doesn't count very 
much anyway....... 1
56. It is wrong to make 
drugs which are non­
habit forming and 
which have no ad­
verse physical effect 
illegal........... 1
57. People who think that 
drugs are harmful are 
victims of government 
propaganda.   ..... .1
58. The faculty here 
usually show a sin­
cere interest in 
the quality of the 
training that stu­
dents receive..... 1
59. We should obey the 
law even though we 




2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5





Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
60. Most universities 
and colleges that 
I know of are op­
erated for the 
benefit of the 
faculty and the 
administrators,
not the students. 1 2 3 4 5
61. People who use drugs 
are basically weak 
personalities look­
ing for escape... 1 2 3 4 5
62. Individual laws are
frequently unjustl 2 3 4 5
63. Those in charge here 
are usually respon­
sive to the requests 
and needs of stu­
dents 1 2 3 4 5
64. The decision to either 
use or not use drugs 
should be left up
to the individual 1 2 3 4 5
65. I think that the 
harmful effects
of most drugs have 
been overesti­
mated. ..••••.....1 2 3 4 5
6 6 . Persons like myself 
have little chance 
of protecting our 
personal interests 
when they conflict 
with those of 
strong pressure
groups. ......... . 1 2 3 4 5
67. Since so little is 
known about the 
physical effects of 
drugs, people should 
really withhold 
judgement on whether 
drug use is good or
bad..........   1 2 3 4 5
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AGREE—  DISAGREE—
Strongly Mildly Neither Mildly Strongly
6 8 . The faculty and 
staff here think 
that students are 
little more than 
numbers on IBM 
cards ......   1
69. Anyone who doesn’t 
think a college 
degree is impor­
tant is only fool­
ing himself...... 1
70. The law is funda­
mentally sound in 
spite of mistakes 
by Congress and 
courts.   1
71. I am confident that 
the quality of the 
education I am re­
ceiving here is 
sound............  1
Directions: Answer all of the following questions in the
space provided.
72. Have you ever used drugs for non-medical purposes?
Yes _ _  No
73. If so, which types of drugs have you used?
74. Which drug(s) have you used most frequently?
148
75. If you have used drugs in the past, are you still using 
drugs?
Yes_______ No ____
76. If you are still using drugs, which drug(s) are you 
using most frequently now?
77. If you have used drugs, at what age did you first begin?
78. If you are still using drugs, would you say that the 
frequency of your use is greater or lower than a year 
ago?
Greater______  About the same . ■ Lower _____
79. If you are still using drugs, about how often would you 
say you normally use them?
_____ usually every day or so  once or twice a month
about once a week less than once a month
80. Have you ever had an adverse reaction to any drug(s)?
Yes_  No_____
81. About how many adverse drug reactions have you had?
82. From which drugs have you had adverse reactions?
83. If you have used drugs in the past but do not now, at 
what age did you stop?
84. If you have used drugs in the past but do not now 
why did you stop?
APPENDIX B
ATTITUDE ITEMS
The following is a complete list of all attitude items 
employed in this research* Those items which were lost be­
cause they were nondiscriminatory are not included in these 
lists.
Attitudes Toward Drugs Scale
Item Content Item to Scale
Score Correlation
Any drug which has no addictive property
should be legalized. .599
Drug use leads people to engage in crimi­
nal behavior. .588
Many drugs allow the user to gain insight 
into his own personality and, on a broader 
scale, an understanding of the problems of
others. .628
Emotionally mature people from good homes
know better than to.use illegal drugs. .483
People seldom engage in behavior while 
taking drugs that they would not engage
in when not uder the influence of drugs. .453
Regardless of the effect of various drugs, 
the fact that drug use is illegal should
keep people from using drugs. .603
Drugs should only be used in the course of
treating a medical problem. .72 3
It is wrong to make drugs which are non­
habit forming and which have no adverse
physical effect illegal. .361
People who use drugs are basically weak
personalities looking for escape. .647
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Item Content Item to Scale 
Score Correia tion
The decision to either use or not use 
drugs should be left up to the indivi­
dual. .683
Since so little is known about the 
physical effects of drugs, people 
should really withhold judgement on 
whether drug use is good or bad. .500
Statistical summary on this scale: mean =30.06, standard 
deviation = 7.97, all 
items are significant 
at the .001 alpha level.
Contextual Powerlessness Scale
Item Content : • Item to Scale
Score Correlation
I don't feel like I have any control 
at all over the way this university
operates. .664
Students here have an important in­
fluence on university policy. .707
I don't really feel like students 
are very important to those in charge
of running this university. .746
Those in charge here are usually re­
sponsive to the requests and needs of
students. .710
The faculty and staff here think that 
students are little more than numbers
on IBM cards. .618
Statistical summary on this scale: mean = 16.12, standard
deviation = 3.33, all 
items are significant 
at the .001 alpha level.
Attitudes Toward Education Scale
Item Content Item to Scale
Score Correlation
The university provides a sound educa­
tion for those who apply themselves. .698
I can think of very little to say that
would be favorable about this university. .655
The people who run this university don't 
appear to be very interested in the
quality of our education. .806
The faculty and administrators here don't
really care what happens to students. .729
In my opinion this is strictly a third
rate school. .749
The faculty here usually show a sincere 
interest in the quality of the training
that students receive. .69 3
I am confident that the quality of the
education I am receiving here is sound. .76 4
Statistical summary on this scale: mean = 2 5.14, standard
deviation = 5.55, all 
items are significant 
at the .001 alpha level
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Perception of Harmful Effects of Drugs Scale
Item Content Item to Scale
Score Correlation
The vast majority of the drugs people
do around here are pretty safe. .681
I'm really frightened by the physical 
and psychological damage that drugs
can do. .668
Most of the drugs people do around here 
are no more dangerous than driving a
car. .675
The harmful effects of drugs are far
greater than most people realize. .688
As long as you're careful, most drugs
are not really harmful. .756
Taking drugs without a prescription is
too dangerous to bother with. .708
People who think that drugs are harmful
are victims of government propaganda. .648
I think that the harmful effects of most
drugs have been overestimated. .751
Statistical summary of this scale: mean = 2 7.09, standard
deviation = 6.90, all 
items are significant 
at the .001 alpha level.
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Attitudes Toward the Law Scale
Item Content
It is difficult to break the law 
and keep one's self-respect
The individual who refuses to obey 
the law is a menace to civilization.
No man can violate the law and be my 
friend.
The law is for the poor to obey and 
for the rich to ignore.
The law is rotten to the Core.
Laws are so often made for the bene­
fit of small selfish groups that a 
man cannot respect the law.
We should obey the law even though 
we critizie it.
The law is fundamentally sound in 
spite of mistakes by Congress and 
Courts.
Statistical summary on this scale:










mean = 32.53, standard 
deviations 6.64, all 
items are significant 
at the .001 alpa level.
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